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There are more than 27 million shareholders 
or depositors in the mutual savings and loan 
associations of the country. There are over 
12 million depositors or shareholders in mu
tual credit unions. This makes a total of 
well over 76 million accounts that will be 
affected by what you do here. 

Certainly you should not do anything until 
you hear from the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation and the Federal Savings and 
Loan Insurance Corporation as to what they 
think are required as proper reserves and at 
what rate those reserves must increase to 
keep our thrift system sound. 

Bear in mind that FDIC today has total 
assets to insure its accounts of only $1.84 for 
every $100 of insured accounts and the 
FSLIC has only 67 cents for every $100 of 
insured accounts. 

The one sure test of the sufficiency of the 
reserves of both the savings banks and the 
savings and loan associations is this: 

Whenever the Congress can safely repeal 
the FDIC uncontrolled borrowing power from 
the Treasury of $3 billion and that of FSLIC 
of three-fourths of a billion dollars, the two 
systems will have built up sufficient reserves 
of their own to assure safety, soundness, and 
liquidity. Until then, we must not tamper 
with their reserves or the rate of growth 
thereof. 

For those who might be inclined to feel 
sorry for the poor commercial banks, may I 
suggest they read the item in the American 
Banker of August 7, 1961, headlined "Bank 
Stocks Reach New High Level," which in
cludes· the prediction that an even better year 
is ahead for them, better than their best year 
thus far. 

I urge you as strongly as I can, not to 
change the tax structure of these mutual 
thrift institutions at this time. 

SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 16, 1961 

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a.m., and 
was called to order by the Vice Presi
dent. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 God, before whom the long travail 
of the passing c-enturies is wrought out 
on the anvil of contending ideas, make 
strong the arms of our faith that we 
may wield the hammer of Thy truth as 
workers together with Thee. 

May those here called to administer 
the affairs of this land of our love and 
hope, remembering whose servants they 
are, make daily choice of spiritual integ
rity amid the corruption that is in 
the world through the lust of selfish 
power that, being unafraid, they may 
contend steadfastly for the right as Thou 
dost give them to see the right. 

In our private lives and in our public 
servic·e, help us this and every day to 
live more nearly as we pray. 

We ask it in the Redeemer's name. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and 

by unanimous consent, the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Tues
day, August 15, 1961, was dispensed 
with. 

A Typical Instance of Public Service by 
American Industry 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. SEYMOUR HALPERN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, August 15, 1961 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, never 
before in the history of our country has 
there been a greater need to reenunciate 
and rearticulate the indispensable prob
lems of family unity and family soli
darity. Certainly, no one can question 
the wisdom of spreading the gospel of 
bringing the family closer together in 
these turbulent days of a crescendo of 
juvenile delinquency and a very dismay
ing divorce rate. 

Because my constituents and I are tre
mendously interested in family living as 
an integral part of the fabric of Amer
ica, I want at this time to pay tribute 
to a project of public service being car
ried out by the Modess Division of Per
sonal Products Corp., a subsidiary of 
Johnson & Johnson. 

Five years ago, come November, the 
president of Personal Products, George 
Murphy; the vice president, J. Jay Ho
dupp, and, indeed, the entire manage
ment team of Modess, in answer to a 
crying need gave life to a nonprofit pub
lic service foundation known today as 
the Modess Family Life Institute. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States were com
municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, 
one of his secretaries. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill <H.R. 5954) making appro
priations for the Treasury and Post Of
fice Departments, and the Tax Court of 
the United States for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1962, and for other pur
poses, and it was signed by the Presi
dent pro tempore. 

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING 
MORNING HOUR 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
under the rule, there will be the usual 
morning hour for the transaction of 
routine business. I ask unanimous con
sent that statements in connection 
therewith be limited to 3 minutes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of executive business, to con-

This foundation over the past 5 years 
has made a major contribution to bring.;. 
ing the entire family closer together by 
explaining the problems that are daily 
rending it apart. It has further en
couraged family homogeneity by dra
matically calling attention to the at
tributes that spell out love, devotion, 
and dedication of one family member to 
another. The foundation has accom
plished this by its magnificent public 
service national radio program over NBC 
called Family Living, 1961, which has 
won, in addition to eight other awards, 
the coveted Peabody Award. Each week 
great names from all walks of life join 
an expert to give Mr. and Mrs. America 
and their children a better insight into 
their own problems. 

The results of surveys taken by the in
stitute have found their way into na
tional publications where they are seen 
by millions year after year. Educators 
who do the very important job of teach
ing our young have been furnished with 
much information and valuable material 
thanks to material furnished by MFLI. 
Religious leaders and sociologists alike 
have seen fit to applaud and to draw 
upon the work of this public spirited 
group. 

Mr. Speaker. may I now add my voice 
and that of the people whom I represent 
in congratulations to Modess; Personal 
Products; their offspring, the founda
tion, and particularly to Gen. Robert 
Johnson, whose farsighted leadership 
and humanitarian interest in the good 
and welfare of America have made all 
this possible. 

sider the nomination of George W. 
Mitchell. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, and withdrawing the nom
ination of Charles R. Fenwick, of Vir
ginia, to be a member of the Advisory 
Board of the National Capital Trans
portation Agency, which nominating 
messages were referred to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

<For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be 
no reports of committees, the nomina
tion to the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System will be stated. 

BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE 
FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of George W. Mitchell, of Illinois, to be 
a member of the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques
tion is, Will the Senate advise and con
sent to this nomination? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Montana yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
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Mr. PROXMIRE. Yesterday Mr. 

Mitchell came before our committee. 
He is a very well qualified nominee. He 
was born in Wisconsin, at Richland Cen
ter, and has had an excellent education. 
He served for many years with the Fed
eral Reserve Board in Chicago. He has 
had vast experience in taxation and 
finance. 

However, in the course of his appear
ance before our committee there was an 
oversight, in that no action was taken 
by the members of the committee to re
quest Mr. Mitchell to state his financial 
holdings. On the other hand, · it is my 
understanding that he has been re
quested to file a statement of his finan
cial holdings with the committee, so it 
will be available to Members of the Sen
ate and to others who may wish to in
quire as to whether his financial hold
ings may conceivably constitute a 
conflict of interest. 

It is my understanding, and I am sure 
it is that of other Members of the Sen
ate, that no financial holdings whatever 
of Mr. Mitchell could conceivably inter
fere with his service on the Federal 
Reserve Board. · 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would be glad to 
have action on the nomination withheld 
for the time being, if the Senator from 
Wisconsin so desires. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I believe that 
would be wise. I was one of the mem
bers of the committe·e who was guilty of 
the oversight; we did not elicit from the 
nominee, when he appeared before us 
yesterday, a statement of his financial 
holdings. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask that action on the nomination be 
deferred for the time being. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, ·I 

move that the Senate resume the con
sideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of 
legislative business. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

On request of Mr. KucHEL, and by 
unanimous consent, the following com
mittees and subcommittees were au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate today: 

The Patents, Trademarks, and Copy
rights Subcommittee of the Judiciary 
Committee. 

The Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 

The Business and Commerce Subcom
mittee of the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

The Judiciary Subcommittee of the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

The Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs and the Committee on Public 
Works, to sit jointly. 

The Constitutional Rights .Subcom
mittee of the Judiciary Committee. 

The Committee on Rules and Admin
istration. 

APPOINTMENT BY THE VICE PRESI
DENT OF DELEGATE TO INTER
PARLIAMENTARY UNION MEETING 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 

appoints the Senator from California 
[Mr. KucHELJ, the deputy minority 
leader, to serve as a delegate to the In
terparliamentary Union Meeting to be 
held in Brussels, Belgium, September 14, 
through September 22, 1961, in place of 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE
HART], who will be unable to attend. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 
CLARIFICATION OF REEMPLOYMENT PROVISIONS 

OF UNIVERSAL MILITARY TRAINING AND 
SERVICE ACT 

A letter from the Secretary of Labor, trans
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to 
amend and clarify the reemployment provi
sions of the Universal Military Trainipg and 
Service Act, and for other purposes (with ac
companying papers); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 
AMENDMENT OF REEMPLOYMENT PROVISIONS 

OF UNIVERSAL MILITARY TRAINING AND 
S ERVICE ACT 

A letter from the Secretary of Labor, trans
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to 
amend and clarify the reemployment provi
sions of the Universal Military Training and 
Service Act, and for other purposes (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

RESOLUTIONS OF AMERICAN 
BAPTIST CONVENTION 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on June 
17 of this year, the American Baptist 
Convention, meeting in Portland Oreg., 
passed a series of resolutions which I 
now ask to be printed at this point in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tions were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE AMERICAN BAP• 

TIST CONVENTION, PORTLAND, OREG., JUNE 
17, 1961 

· I. EXPRESSION OF GRATITUDE 

We express our grateful appreciation to 
President C. Stanton Gallup, and all officers 
and leaders of the convention for their re
sponsible leadership during the past year. 

We gratefully acknowledge the outstand
ing leadership of the Reverend Edwin H. 
Tuller, our general secretary, and the dedi
cated services of his staff. 

To the committees on local arrangements, 
the members of the churches of the Portland 
area and the Oregon Baptist Convention, and 
all who have had a part, directly or indi
rectly, in making our stay in Portland a 
pleasant one, we express our thanks. 

We express our gratitude to the Governor 
of the State of Oregon, the mayor and civic 
leaders of Portland, to members of the press, 
radio, television, and the auditorium staff 
who have helped to make this convention a 
memorable occasion. 

II. DENOMINATIONAL AFFAIRS 

We confirm our on_eness in faith through 
Jesus Christ our Lord, and renew our al
legiance to the Saviour as Lord of all and 
head of the church. We are cognizant that 
this allegiance takes precedence over any 

other allegiance, and we as American Bap
tists renew our dedication to our historic 
Baptist principles. Therefore, we affirm: 

1. Stewardship 
Our primary function is to be true stew

ards of Jesus Christ through: 
(a) Active participation by our churches 

in the Baptist jubilee advance, third year 
program, "vocation of the church: witness 
t o the world," by encouraging the renewal 
of evangelistic programs recognizing that 
each American Baptist is a witness for Jesus 
Christ. We encourage our people to give 
serious consideration to their vocations as 
a means of effective witnessing; 

(b) COntinued emphasis upon the Chris
tian higher education challenge; 

(c) Continued support and initiation of 
church extension projects; 

(d) The total stewardship of our lives and 
moneys, the choice expression being evi
denced in the tithing of our means. 

2. Fami ly life 
We reaffirm our concern for the unity, nur

ture, and Christian growth of American 
Baptist families , and 

(a) We call upon pastors, parents and 
other Christian workers to give renewed at
tention to the Christian nurture of youth 
through meaningful experiences of study, 
worship and fellowship. 

(b) We urge American Baptists to encour
age their representatives in Congress and 
their Senators to consider carefully the prob
lems of the cost of m-edical and hospital care 
for the aged, and to seek appropriate legisla
tion to make it possible for them to meet 
such costs. 

(c) We urge American Baptists to support 
legislation removing statutory barriers to the 
dissemination of birth control information 
to married persons by physicians, hospitals, 
governmental agencies and other responsible 
community and family service agencies. 

3. Minist1·y and education 
The church in the 20th century must 

minister to people in a complex society. Be
cause men are earnestly seeking for truth, 
meaning, and the chief purpose of life, young 
men and women of high caliber are desper
ately needed to meet this challenge. There
fore, we recommend: 

(a) That we recruit more Baptist students 
for our Baptist colleges; 

(b) That we challenge our Baptist families, 
churches, and colleges to inform and inter
est our young people in church-related vo
cations; and 

(c) That the American Baptist Conven
tion support and encourage our responsible 
agencies in their endeavor to adhere to the 
standard of ordination as recommended by 
the general council, including graduation 
from a recognized college and seminary, for 
candidates for the Christian ministry. 

4. Reaffirmati ons 
We reaffirm our prior resolutions on: 
(a) Observance of the Lord's Day as holy; 

devoted to worship and the extension of 
Christ's Kingdom in the loc·al area and be
yond. (American Baptist Year Book, 1960, p . 
66, sec. II, 2d.) 

(b) Strengthening and proper functioning 
of local associations. (American Baptist Year 
Book, 1960, p. 66, sec. II, 3a.) 

(c) Privileged communications (American 
Baptist Year Book, 1960, p . 66, sec. II, 3b) 
declaring that American Baptist ministers 
are in no way obligated to disclose con
fidential information without the consent of 
the other party. 

(d) American Baptists being unalterably 
opposed to gambling in any form (American 
Baptist Year Book, 1960, p. 71, sec. IV, 9) and 
further urge our people to abstain from all 
forms of gambling, legalized or not. 

(e) American Baptist opposition to the use 
and sale of alcoholic beverages and narcotics 
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(American Baptist Year Book, 1960, p~ 71, 
sec. IV, 10) and recommend total abstinence 
inaSm.uch as these constitute one of the 
greatest dangers to the sanctity of the human 
bOdy and family life. We further recom
mend that our churches include in their edu
cational programs all aspects of the effect of 
alcohol and narcotics and the moral and 
ethical implications of social drinking. 

m. OUR WIDER FELLOWSHIP 

1. Recognizing that, as Baptists, we helped 
create the Baptist world alliance, the World 
Council of Churches, and the National Coun
cil of Churches, in the interest of more effec
tive witness and service; and 

Recognizing that no organization can be 
the voice of all Protestant Christians on all 
issues, nor of all the members of its cooper
ating churches, we nevertheless urge our 
local churches and associations, city societies 
and the State and National conventions to 
increase their participation in these organi
zations in ord~r to accomplish the aims and 
purposes which can better be realized 
through cooperation with other Christians 
than in isolation. 

We strongly reaffirm the statement 
adopted by the Rochester Convention in 
1960, to wit: 

"Recognizing the historical fact that Bap
tist churches have emphasized soul-compe
tency before God, have trusted in the present 
inspiration of God's Holy Spirit, and have 
been, generally speaking, noncreedal, we 
acknowledge that there is room for a wide 
latitude of opinion regarding our declara
tion of belief, organization and program, in
cluding official participation in ecumenical 
service. The privilege of designation gives 
the local churches full freedom to support 
those phMes of the American Baptist world 
mission which represent its special interests. 
We would remind our churches, however, 
that American Baptists have deep roots in 
the ecumenical movement. We were part 
of cooperative Christianity before were were 
a convention, and we continue to share in 
patterns of cooperative service which Bap
tists helped to institute generations ago." 

Furthermore, we urge individual Baptists, 
local churches, associations, city societies, 
and the State and National conventions to 
search for the truth by carefully evaluating 
the sources and contents of all attacks upon 
organizations with which we cooperate. 

2. Recognizing the importance of study 
of things that we have in common with 
other Christians and the things that tend 
to separate us, we commend to our churches 
the study of the papers prepared for the 
forthcoming meeting of the World Council 
of Churches on the theme "Jesus C~ist, the 
Light of the World." 

3. We as American Baptists declare our 
willingness to cooperate with our fellow 
Baptist bodies in the United States and 
Canada in an endeavor to realize a closer 
unity through our common bonds of faith 
in Jesus Christ. We further suggest that 
areas of cooperation between ourselves and 
other Baptists be explored by the responsible 
agencies in conversation and communica
tion with the hope that a mutual under
standing will enable us to present a greater 
Baptist witness and service in the world 
in which we live. 

IV. NATIONAL AFFAIRS 

1. Bace relations 

For many years American Baptists have 
spoken out against the evils of racial dis
crimination and injustice in our society and 
in support of efforts to overcome them. We 
have admitted our own involvement in the 
injustice'.~ of discrimination and segrega
tion. Consistently we have urged Baptists 
to work to improve race relations and to 
build understanding in our churches, our 
communities, and our Nation. We reaffirm 

this stand and bring the following special 
concerns to our people: · 

(a) We agree that members of our 
churches should base their fellowship and 
associations on individual merit and that 
membership in every Baptist church should 
be open to all people regardless of their 
race or national origin. 

(b) We remind our churches of the pre
cept of Christ that calls us to seek to win 
all people to Him, and we urge our churches 
to desegregate their evangelistic efforts, 
striving to win people to Christ and the 
fellowship of His church in our communities, 
regardless of race. 

(c) We urge our churches to make sure 
that all offices and positions of lay leader
ship in each church are available to all per
sons on the basis of qualification and not 
on the basis of race. 

(d) We request our churches to evaluate 
their own employment policies that persons 
may be called as staff members or employees 
on the basis of their qualifications and not 
on the basis of race. 

(e) We urge all Baptist institutions, such 
as schools, homes, and hospitals to follow 
the policy of complete integration. 

(f) We urge our churches, church mem
bers, and ministers to participate actively in 
organizations whose purpose it is to foster 
better race relations and to eliinlnate segre
gation in harmony with the National Con
stitution. 

(g) We urge all Baptists to welcome into 
~eir neighborhoods persons of various 
racial and cultural backgrounds, judging 
them on their own merits and rejoicing that 
their children will have the opportunity to 
know children of different races than them
selves. We urge our people to stand firmly 
against the innuendos, half-truths, and 
falsehoods, that are so often spread when a 
fainlly of a different background moves into 
a neighborhood. We urge Baptists not to 
panic but to seek truth and help from re
sponsible community organizations such as 
human relations councils and fair housing 
practices cominlttees. 

(h) We urge our churches to express their 
opposition to the practice of segregation in 
country clubs, sororities, fraternities, serv
ice clubs, organizations of property owners, 
cemeteries, and all exclusive groups that 
deny membership on the basis of race or 
national origin. 

(i) We commend those who in conscience 
believe so strongly in democracy and equal 
rights for all people that at great personal 
risk and with patience and prayer, they have 
used nonviolent methods to break the pat
terns and injustices of segregation ahd dis
crimination in public places and in public 
transportation. We commend them for their 
stand, their courage and their patience un
der provocation. We urge American Bap
tists and other Americans to support them 
with prayer and understanding and to sup
plement their efforts and sacrifices by work
ing to eliminate injustice and discrimination 
in all our communities. 

(j) We urge Congress to extend the life 
of the Civil Rights Commission. 

2. Separation of church and state 

We proclaim that separation of church and 
state is central to our American heritage; 
that it has made possible a measure of 
freedom not previously achieved under any 
other system; that it is indispensable to our 
national policy of equal rights for all re11-
gions and special privileges for no religi9n. 

They are separate in their function as 
well as in their support. Government being 
under public control is properly financed by 
taxation. Membership in religious institu
tions and organizations is voluntary, and 
therefore should be supported by voluntary 
contributions. We believe that the use of 

tax money for support of religious groups is 
in opposition 'to the spirit and letter of the 
Constitution. 

We declare that this principle does not 
mean that the state is indifferent to the 
church, nor that the· church is unconcerned 
for the state. ·It means rather that church 
and state are separate in their institutional 
life and that neither controls the other. 

We afllrm that public education is the 
birthright of every American child, and 
that support of such public education is the 
responsibility of every American. We ob
serve that such support is as indispensable 
to responsible citizenship as support of pub
lic roads, public welfare, police protection, 
and other obligations of society as a whole. 

We recognize the right of churches and 
other organizations and groups to establish 
private schools in the interest of spiritual, 
moral or other objectives which they believe 
cannot be accomplished. satisfactorily within 
the framework of the public school system. 
We insist, however, that the support of such 
private schools is solely the responsibility of 
their respective constituencies and is in no 
way a public obligation. We object strenu
ously, therefore, to any proposal that the 
public be taxed to pay for the special sec
tarian or other purposes for which particular 
groups establish private schools. 

We call upon our churches, educational 
agencies, colleges and universities, and 
parochial schools to study thoroughly their 
own present involvement in matters relat
ing them to the State and tax funds. We 
urge disciplined thought, study and action 
to maintain clearly the principle of separa
tion of church and state and to withstand 
the dangers that first tend to blur and then 
compromise this historic American and 
Baptist position. 

We object strenuously, therefore, to any 
proposal that taxes or borrowing power be 
used to make grants or loans to sectarian 
or church-related schools. We emphasize 
that the use of Government finances in sup
port of any sectarian purpose is a violation 
of basic religious liberties for it coerces citi
zens to support religious objectives of which 
many of them cannot conscientiously 
approve. 
3. The churches and mig1·atory agricultural 

labor 
In our relatively affiuent society it is a 

tragic fact that half a million migratory 
American workers earn a meager living in 
seasonal agricultural work. Recognizing 
legitimate manpower needs, it remains that 
exploitation of migrant workers is in no 
sense reasonably meeting these needs. Use 
of migrant workers for business profit which 
results in substandard education, wages, 
transportation and housing is unchristian. 

To rectify these situations we urge: 
(a} In the area of education: 
1. That the Federal Government formu

late and implement plans by which the spe
cial educational needs of the children of 
migrants may be met. 

2. That American Baptists support Fed
eral legislation to provide financial aid to 
local public school districts in meeting their 
responsibility to educate the children of 
migrants. 

(b) In the area of housing we urge Amer
ican Baptists to support both Federal and 
State legislation to provide adequate stand
ards of housing for migrants. 

(c) In the area of wages we urge com
pliance with existing laws designed to pro
tect such agricultural workers. 

(d) In the area of recruitment we urge the 
provision of national crew leader registra
tion supervision to protect migrants from 
the unscrupulous practices of some crew 
leaders and labor contractors. 

(e) American Baptists have for many years 
worked cooperatively through the migrant 
ministry to bring to migrant workers . and 
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their families opportunities for fellowship, 
worship, pastoral . care, .health. and welfare 
services. Increasingly these efforts have en
listed volunteers from local congregations to 
serve as members of migrant committees, as 
teachers, and as supervisors of child-care 
centers. In order to extend these services 
more effectively and to meet continuing 
needs we recommend: 

1. That members of local churches be
come aware of the presence of migratory 
workers in their vicinity and assist in provid
ing these services through a ministry to mi
grants. 

2. That members of local churches make 
sure that the health and welfare services of 
the community and State are made avail
able to the migrants. 

If legislation is needed to make these serv
ices available we urge that church members 
work for the passage of such legislation. 

4. The Peace Corps 
We appreciate the humanitarian aims of 

the Peace Corps and recognize the urgency of 
intensified efforts in meeting human needs 
especially in the less-developed areas of the 
world and the effectiveness of utilizing the 
interest and enthusiasm of youth toward 
these objectives. We commend the admin
istration for the initiation of a pilot project 
Peace Corps. It is our earnest recommenda
tion that Congress will enact enabling leg
islation. 

We approve the stipulation that no proj
ect sponsored by the Peace Corps shall fur
ther any "religious, sectarian, commercial or 
propaganda cause or release funds for such 
purposes," as being in keeping with the 
separation of church and state. 

We recognize the Peace Corps as an ave
nue through which Christians may contrib
ute to helping human needs and express 
their Christian faith through service, and 
encourage qualified youth of the American 
Baptist Convention to participate. At the 
same time we urge the administration to 
institute careful planning, recruiting, 
screening, and training procedures with full 
realization of the many pitfalls as well as of 
the potential usefulness of such a corps. 
We urge that full consideration be given by 
the Peace Corps to the opportunities and 
values of cooperation with and support of 
the United Nations technical assistance 
programs. 

Finally, we urge our churches to recognize 
anew the importance of sharing our Chris
tian faith as well as our economic abun
dance and scientific knowledge with all peo
ples, and so providing adequate support for 
our missionary enterprise. Let Christians 
urge their finest sons and daughters to en
list for service. 

5. Mass media 
As a witness to our Christian faith, we 

urge American Baptists to practice a dis
ciplined and discriminating selection in 
their reading, viewing and listening. We 
commend those people of radio, television, 
motion pictures and the publication busi
ness who have displayed earnest efforts to 
present entertainment, education and infor
mation consistent with our Christian faith . 
We deplore the negative and evil influences 
still prevalent in many places and forms. 
We commend our churches who have taken 
a firm stand against all such influences. 

We value the freedom of the press pro
tected by the law of the land. Such priv
ilege carries with it the critical responsibility 
to see to it that a free people have access to 
full information of public affairs, fairly pre
sented. 

6. Military service 
We reaffirm our traditional Baptist posi

tion relative to freedom of individual con
science with regard to military service. This 
leads us to support in every possible way our 
young men who by reason of conscience are 
willing to bear arms in support of our coun-

try and those who, also by reason of con
science, feel they must go on record as con
scientious objectors. 

V. INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 

As Christians we are called to witness to 
the reconciling Gospel in a world torn by 
suspicion, confusion, hatred and conflict. 
Recognizing that our witness is relevant as 
it expresses itself in support of those move
ments and institutions which work for peace
ful and orderly living under justice we make 
the following recommendations: 

1. United Nations 
We commend our Government for the sup

port which it has given the United Nations 
and its Secretary General in their efforts to 
bring order and peace to the Congo and other 
parts of the world. Furthermore, we urge 
Congress to give full support to the adminis
tration in its efforts to strengthen the United 
Nations as it seeks to protect the autonomy 
of the new nations. 

Since the United Nations is under attack 
from those forces which would attempt 
through reorganization to make it impotent 
and thus to destroy its power to work for 
peace and freedom, we urge our people to 
become informed concerning the purpose 
and work of the United Nations and its 
agencies in the interest of more intelligent 
efforts to preserve its fundamental strengths 
as an international organization to which 
we can continue to give our full support. 

2. World order 
Realizing the need to create an attitude 

of mutual trust and sincerity, we express 
our appreciation of the efforts of our Gov
ernment to demonstrate by the votes of its 
representatives in the United Nations a con
cern for the freedom and autonomy of all 
nations. 

Aware that good to become effective in 
overcoming distrust must express itself in 
agreements and treaties which eradicate 
those conditions which contribute to un
rest and strife and we urge our Government 
to: 

Continue its efforts to reach an agreement 
for the cessation of nuclear testing based on 
an adequate system of enforcement control; 

Renew its efforts to find a basis for agree
ment with all nations for the control and 
reduction of all types of armaments. 

3. Underdeveloped countries 
Recognizing that we are in a period of 

rapid social change and that there is a ris
ing tide of hope and expectations among the 
less-developed peoples of the world we urge: 

That our people look with understanding 
upon the efforts of the peoples as they strug
gle toward autonomy and the achievement 
of better social and political conditions, re
membering that we, too, are the inheritors 
of a freedom bought through struggle; 

That our Government continue to give the 
fullest possible support to technical assist
ance and development programs, both na
tional and international, with particular 
emphasis upon channeling a larger portion 
of our funds through international agencies; 

That Congress support the administration 
in its attempt to: (a) provide long-range 
financing of funds for economic develop
ment of countries; (b) separate the admin
istration of economic funds from that of 
military aid funds; (c) place emphasis in the 
La tin American aid program on social and 
economic features which will raise the stand
ards of living of the peoples. 

In the hope that starvation and poverty 
will be eventually eradicated from the face 
of the earth we urge our government to give 
full participation in the freedom from hun
ger 5-year program of the United Nations, 
not merely as a means of disposing of our 
surplus foods, but as a responsible action 
demonstrating that we care enough to share 
our abundance in recognition of our belief 
that "the earth is the Lord's and the fullness 
thereof." 

4. Immigration 
Christians maintain that persons are ere

a ted in the image of God with full rights 
as members of the human family. We can
not avoid the consequences of this belief in 
the area of immigration and naturalization 
in the United States. 

The history of our Nation is a record of 
the breaking down of the barriers which 
keep men from enPiching one another's lives. 
In this tradition and in harmony with our 
best understanding of the Christian faith, 
American Baptists call for the revision of 
our immigration and naturalization laws. 

The world continues to produce refugees. 
Natural disasters, totalitarian and interfer
ing governments drive men to desperation 
or defiance and escape. We are thankful 
that during the past 13 years (1948-60) 
American Baptists have secured sponsorship 
for 7,970 persons, but the need of the home
less people of the world is a continuing one. 

In our judgment, it is wasteful for the 
United States to pass and extend short-term 
refugee legislation. Therefore, we recom
mend that Congress enact a permanent refu
gee law designed to grant sanctuary annually 
to a fair proportion of the world's people 
made homeless by persecution on account 
of religion, race, or political opinion or by 
upheavals of nature. 

We further recommend that there be pro
vision in every instance for the right to ap
peal decisions of immigration authorities. 
We also call upon Congress to pass a perma
nent orphan law allocating each year with
out limit nonquota visas to orphans under 
14 years of age intended for adoption by 
married couples approved by a State-licensed 
child placement agency. 

As churchmen and citizens, we remind 
Congress that we believe that enlightened 
immigration, naturalization, and refugee 
policies and humane administration of them, 
are important aspects of our foreign policy. 
Our national welfare suffers because of the 
present immigration and naturalization law. 
The present law projects an image of the 
United States marred by our selection of 
immigrants on the basis of their color or 
national origin. We decry such discrimi
nation. 

5. New African nations 
As American Baptists we view with joy 

and satisfaction the emergence of the new 
nations in Africa which during the past year 
have achieved full independence and have 
assumed their rightful, equal place within 
the United Nations. 

In common with all who cherish both 
freedom for the individual and liberty for 
all peoples, we express full sympathy with 
the hopes and aspirations of those now 
emerging from colonialism into full nation
hood. As they move toward the realization 
of this freedom, we pray that they may fol
low the ways of peace rather than violence 
in their efforts to establish the institutions 
of freedom. 

As citizens of the United States we are 
mindful of our Christian responsibility to 
seek an informed understanding of the revo
lutionary and reactionary forces at work in 
the world so that our judgments will be 
based on fact rather than on emotion or 
prejudice. 

We pledge our support to the United Na
tions, its Secretariat and its staff, in its 
earnest endeavors to arbitrate differences; 
to maintain an impartial attitude in situa
tions of extreme explosiveness; to preserve 
civil order in areas of political and tribal 
conflict; and to minimize the possibility of 
the new nations becoming centers of hostil
ity and intrigue in the cold war. 

As a result of more than 80 years of mis
sionary service and fellowship, we as Amer
ican Baptists are especially conscious of the 
ties which bind us to the church of Christ 
in Congo. We are grateful to God that in 
the midst of the violence and political chaos 
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of the past year, the churches related to 
the American Baptist foreign mission so
cieties ho.ve witnessed their greatest numeri
cal growth. Even in the fa.ce of the depletion 
of missionary staff, we are encouraged by 
the way in which the churches have con
tinued their spiritual ministry under Con
golese leadership. We rejoice that the 
Christian schools have continued to train 
the youth of Congo and that Christian hos
pitals have been able to carry on their 
ministry to those who suffer. 

In our attitude toward Africa and in our 
missionary endeavors, we recognize that our 
responsibility is not the imposition or im
parting of Western culture. The danger of 
identifying Christianity with Western cul
ture often leads to confusion and misunder
standing of the essential nature of the Gos
pel. The new nations of Africa have a rich 
social and artistic heritage which should be 
incorporated in their developing societies. 
We should trust them to select those social, 
economic and cultural values derived from 
the past which will foster their own deepest 
self-realization as people, believing that they 
will preserve in the life of the church in 
Africa the unique revelation of God in Jesus 
Christ and the basic elements of the Gospel. 

We recognize our obligation as Christians 
to support: 

Programs of economic, technical and cul
tural aid carried out under the sponsorship 
of the U.S. Government and the United 
Nations; 

Training of future African leadership by 
providing scholarships through government, 
private and American Baptist agencies for 
men and women students to pursue special 
studies; 

Cooperative Christian endeavors, such as 
the Congo Polytechnic Institute which seeks 
on an interdenominational basis to provide 
training in the fields of agriculture, medicine 
and public health, engineering, teacher 
training, commerce, public administration 
and industrial arts. 

We recognize our special obligation to sup
port the Congo Protestant Relief Agency, 
Church World Service, and the World Re
lief Commitee of the American Baptist Con
vention, as they seek to aid in the relief of 
famine and to minister to the many people 
made homeless by intertribal warfare. 

While recognizing these basic areas of 
technical and material need, we acknowledge 
that our responsibility is to the whole life of 
the people of Africa; and above all to help 
them interpret their new opportunities and 
responsibilities in the light of God's re
demptive purpose. 

Inasmuch as American Baptists have a 
good record of proclaiming the gospel in 
the Congo, we must put into practice in our 
Nation that which we affirm throughout the 
world. Therefore: 

We request our State Department to do 
all in its power to eliminate and eradicate 

, the indignities and acts of segregation the 
diplomatic corps of the emerging nations 
now face in our country. 

We urge American Baptist Christians to 
help implement the resolutions on race pre
sented to this convention. 

6. Communism 

As a way of life rooted in beliefs about 
the world, man, society, and movements in 
history, communism provides an ideology 
that contradicts and attacks at crucial points 
the Christian faith and other religions in 
the world. 

Our position as Christians in opposition 
to communism or any dictatorial system 
which denies to a person his individual right 
or personal freedom, is based on our Chris
tian belief in human rights and man's free
dom in Christ to seek and live out the truth 
of the will of God. We seek freedom, 
brotherhood and justice for all men every
where through our faith in Christ and in 
His ultimate purpose and plan for the world. 

Our first and primary response is to be
-come more aware of the substance of our 
faith. We who believe in a personal com:. 
mitment to Christ and in the priesthood of 
all believers are called upon by the challenge 
of communism, and other contrary systems 
of thought and life, to provide a multitude 
of witnesses who kn~w what it is to believe 
in the God and Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ. 

Our second response is a call for the re
newal of the church. A church that pre
sents in its organizational structure, mem
bership and life, a living witness to the 
reality of Christ, will in itself be a bulwark 
against all the enemies of God. A church 
that truly honors Christ because it has no 
respect of persons or special privileges 
always m akes a positive witness to the world. 

Our third response is to work together to 
understand the way in which Christ becomes 
a reality in the midst of our total lives in 
shop and in school, in home and in play, 
in the legislative hall, and in all councils 
of men. We resolve to work for the com
mon life in which brotherhood, justice, free
dom, and equality are more than empty 
words, more than slogans either protecting 
privilege or justifying revolution or reaction. 
Such resolve involves a study of the impli
cations of the Christian faith for our com
mon life, and understanding of the forces 
that work in opposite directions, especial
ly of communism and other totalitarian 
ideologies and movements.. and an assess
ment of the conditions at home and abroad 
that encourage totalitarianism, especially 
communism. 

In furtheranc.e of this resolution, we urge 
that each of our American Baptist churches 
undertake a program of education, paying 
particular attention to the material pre
pared by our denomination, regarding: (a) 
the cultural and social origins of commu
nism and other totalitarian systems; (b) the 
principles and methods of communism and 
other totalitarian systems. We urge the 
convention to support all efforts to increase 
systematic study of the Christian faith and 
to help in the renewal of the church. Let 
every American Baptist live out his witness 
for his Lord by every word and deed. 

7.Cuba 
In the light of recent developments and 

the deterioration of relations between the 
United States and Cuba, we express our love 
and concern for our Baptist brethren in 
Cuba. 

We further urge our Government to seek, 
through the Organization of American States 
and other channels, greater mutual under
standing, and a reconciliation between the 
people of the United States and the people 
of Cuba. 

VI. IMPLEMENTATION OF RESOLUTIONS 
Recognizing that resolutions are no more 

than verbal expressions of delegates at a 
convention, unless given wider consideration 
and expressed in action, we urge further 
study of them in the churches. All individ
uals and groups are urged to participate in 
constructive local programs and action 
groups, and to inform State and National 
legislators of their Christian convictions. 

Moreover, we request the division of Chris
tian social concern to continue to make avail
able to the churches copies of these resolu
tions along with study guides, and to call 
these materials to the attention of the 
churches. Furthermore, we authorize the 
staff of the division of Christian social con
cern, and any other authorized spokesmen 
of the American Baptist Convention, to rep
resent before appropriate agencies and com
mittees of Congress and the United Nations 
the convictions of American Baptists on pub
Jic issues, as these convictions are recorded 
in their convention resolutions. 

We recognize that neither final nor ab
solute implementation of social justice is 

possible without a widespread individual re
pentance and 'personal commitment to the 

·crucified and risen Lord, Jesus Christ, and 
the resulting power of the Holy Spirit in 
transformed lives. A new world is finally 
dependent upon new persons in Christ Jesus. 
However, these resolutions are offered be
cause of our conviction that while proclaim
ing the redemptive Gospel we need not only 
to speak, but to act, against evil wherever 
we see it, to the glory of God and toward 

·creating and maintaining a world climate 
·within which our Gospel can be proclaimed 
more effectively. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. PASTORE, from the Joint Commit
tee on Atomic Energy, with an amendment: 

S. 2391. A bill to amend various sections 
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
amended, and the Euratom Cooperation Act 
of 1958, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
746). 

- By Mr. HOLLAND, from the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, with amendments: 

- S. 1037. A bill to amend the provisions of 
the Perishable Agricultural Commodities 

.Act, 1930, relating to practices in the mar
keting of perishable agricultural commodi
ties (Rept. No. 750); and 

- S. 1927. A b111 to amend further the Fed
eral Farm Loan Act and the Farm Credit 
Act of 1933, as amended, and for other pur
poses (Rept. No. 747). 

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, without amend
ment: 

H.R. 1021. An act to extend for two years 
the definition of "peanuts" which is now in 
effect under the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938 (Rept. No. 749). 

By Mr. TALMADGE, from the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry, without 
amendment: 

S. 1908. A bill to provide for a national 
hog cholera eradication program (Rept. No. 
748). 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. BARTLE'IT: 
S. 2425. A bill for the relief of Lum Chong; 

to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. CANNON (for himself, Mr. 

HICKEY, Mr. PELL, Mr. CURTIS, and 
Mr. KEATING) : 

S. 2426. A bill to revise the Federal elec
tion laws, to prevent corrupt practices in 

· Federal elections, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Rules and Adminis
tration. 

. By Mr. KEFAUVER: 
S. 2427. A bill to amend the antitrust laws 

to authorize needs of professional footbali, 
-baseball, basketball and hockey teams to 
· enter into certain television contracts, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 

· Judiciary. 
By Mr. DOUGLAS: 

S. 2428. A bill for the relief of Michelina 
Paolucci; to the Committee on the Judiciary . 

PRICE AT WHICH GEODETIC SUR
VEY SELLS AERONAUTICAL RA
DIO NAVIGATION CHARTS TO 
THE PUBLIC-CHANGE OF REF
ERENCE 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration be 
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discharged from _ further consideration 
of S. 2318, a bill relating to the prices 
at which certain- aeronautical radio 
navigation charts shall be sold to the 
public by the Coast and Geodetic Sur-· 
vey and that the bill be re-referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

I make this request as the chairman
of the Committee on Rules and Admin
istration and with the approval of Sen
ator MAGNUSON, chairman of the Com
mittee on Commerce, because although 
S. 2318 does fall within the jurisdiction 
of the Rules Committee relating to gov
ernmental printing in general, the sub
ject of this particular bill is one with 
which the Committee on Commerce is 
more directly concerned. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ACT FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVEL
OPMENT OF 1961-AMENDMENTS 
Mr. BRIDGES submitted an amend

ment to the bill (8. 1983) to promote 
the foreign policy, security, and general 
welfare of the United States by assisting 
peoples of the world in their efforts to
ward economic and social development 
and internal and external security, and 
for other purposes, which was ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. HARTKE submitted an amend
ment, intended to be proposed by him, 
to Senate bill 1983, supra, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. GROENING. Mr. President, I 
submit an amendment to Senate bill1983, 
which I ask to have printed and also to 
have printed in the CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ment will be received, printed, and will 
lie on the table; and, without objection, 
the amendment will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The amendment submitted by Mr. 
GRUENING is as follows: 

On page 5, line 24, delete the period and 
insert the following: "and on condition that, 
if any portion of the funds loaned are used 
for the purpose of making loans within the 
recipient country, the interest charged by the 
borrower shall not exceed the interest charged 
by the United States by more than five per 
centum per annum." 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
submit for printing an amendment to 
s. 1983, the Act for International Devel
opment of 1961. 

The amendment is intended to appear 
on page 57, line 3 of the act under "Ad
ministrative provisions." Its purpose is 
merely to provide that in the administra
tion of technical assistance under the 
foreign aid program, the Administrator 
shall "utilize to the fullest extent prac
ticable, the facilities and resources of the 
Federal agency or agencies with primary 
responsibilities for domestic programs in 
such field." 

The amendment is, I believe, in
dispensable for economy, for efficiency 
and for coordination. 

The amendment would help assure ful
fillment of the goals . which President 
Kennedy set forth in his message to the 
Congress of March 20, 1961. 
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It will help assure attainment of the 
goals which are well described by the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
in its report No. 612, pages 12-14. There, 
the concept of advancing human re
sources is set forth. 

DEEP CONCERN OVER STATUS QUO 

The amend..~ent is, however, vitally 
needed. There is a very real concern
well grounded, in view of a long back
ground on this problem-as to what may 
happen in the absence of this amend
ment. It is feared in that circumstance 
that the Agency for International Devel
opment may not and, many believe, prob
ably will not utilize the technical com
petence of the domestically oriented 
agencies. 

TECHNICAL SERVICE_S FOR PEACE 

This is not a new subject, so far as I 
am concerned. For years, I have been 
striving toward the objective of this 
amendment. My concept has been 
"Technical services for peace." This in
cludes: Health for peace, education for 
peace, housing for peace, and similar 
endeavors to help others to help them
selves in filling man's basic needs-food, 
dignity, hope. 

My goal has been to make available 
abroad the skills and know-how which 
so-called old-line Federal agencies have 
long since demonstrated in our own land 
in serving our people. 

At the time I call this amendment up, 
I will set forth the case for it in detail 
from the standpoint of two particular 
areas: Health for peace and education 
for peace. 

MESSAGES EXPRESS ALARM 

Suffice it for the moment to state that 
from all corners of this Nation, I have 
received anxious messages from experts 
in health, in education and in other 
fields. They express alarm over one 
particular phase of the proposed recog
nition of the foreign aid agency. They 
fear it will involve not more, but far 
less than even the minimal use hereto
fore of the technical competence of 
those Federal agencies, divisions, and 
bureaus which are responsible for these 
technical fields in the United States. 

NEED FOR UNIFIED COUNTRY PLAN 

Now, let it be noted that President 
Kennedy has wisely stressed the need 
to avoid a mere patchwork of collections 
of isolated projects in developing coun
tries. He has emphasized the impor
tance of sound country planning, tailor
ing projects to match conditions and 
felt needs in each land. I strongly en
dorse this concept. 

I believe that the administrator of 
foreign aid must indeed, through the 
regional bureaus, have a clear line of 
authority and responsibility. 

At "the same time, I believe that it 
would be wasteful, inefficient, and wholly 
unsatisfactory if the older line Federal 
agencies, such as the U.S. Public Health 
Service and the U.S. Office of Educa
tion, are not utilized to a far greater 
extent than they have been. 

As a matter of fact, there is a very 
·strong danger, ur.der the proposed AID 
organization that the four regional bu-

reaus may, in the absence of Washing
ton support, be impelled to try to become 
four separate health and education 
agencies, for example. 

Under the reorganization, the Wash
ington operation of each technical as
sistance effort is slated to shrink to virtu
ally nothing-to perhaps a single senior 
expert in health, a single expert in edu
cation, and so forth. Thus, there would 
be a relative technical vacuum created 
at Washington headquarters of AID. 

If there were no backstopping else
where, this would create an acute and 
chaotic problem. Coordination would 
suffer with other Federal agencies and 
with nongovernmental organizations
universities, foundations, professional 
organizations, voluntary aid groups, and 
so forth. 

Yet, all the while, old-line agencies 
such as those I have mentioned, may
and probably will-in the absence of 
this amendment fail to receive respon
sibility and mandate to do the very jobs 
which they are ideally qualified to per
form both at home and abroad. 

The remedy is clear. The logical 
means of coordination is through (a) 
AID headquarters itself, with strong 
technical guidance at a reasonably high 
policy level; and (b) fullest professional 
mandate and backstopping, by the tech
nically competent, domestic Federal 
agencies, such as those I have mentioned. 

ICA has had many dedicated public 
servants in health, education, and other 
technical areas in both Washington and 
the field. But the greatest source of 
competence is in the Cabinet depart
ments. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], 
who has made so vast a contribution to 
the cause of international education will, 
I am sure, be among the first to point 
out the great competence of the U.S. 
Office of Education to assist abroad in 
cooperation with the Department of 
State and AID. 

We do not need and want four sepa
rate education agencies in four regional 
bureaus. We want one career service 
consisting of the best talent which this 
Nation can mobilize for service at home 
and abroad. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ment will be received, printed, and will 
lie on the table. 

'IMPACTED AREAS FEDERAL AS-
SISTANCE PROGRAM-AMEND-
MENT 
Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I 

submit an amendment to S. 2393, a bill 
to extend the impacted areas Federal 
assistance program. The amendment 
I offer provides a 2-year construction 
program. 

Under the amendment the Federal 
Government would provide $325 million 
for each of the next 2 years, a total of 
$650 million of Federal money to assist 
the States in building their needed 
classrooms. This is obviously not the 
optimum Federal education program. 

My voting record and the records of 
a majority of Senators demonstrate a 
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belief that both adequate school build
ings and decent teachers' salaries are 
the key factors in America's educational 
future. 

We are, however, almost at the end 
of this session of Congress. It should 
be apparent that a bill containing both 
salaries and construction grants cannot 
pass both Houses of Congress. I share 
the view that such a situation is de
plorable, but I do not believe that we 
should simply give up. 

First of all, I do not believe that the 
next session of the 87th Congress holds 
any more promise for an adequate bill. 
The peculiar problems, involving some 
basic social and religious issues which 
have blocked a bill this year, will be as 
much, if not niore, in evidence at the 
next session of Congress, which we all 
know will take place in an election year. 

Second, I believe that a sizable con
struction program will do much to re
lieve the money pressures which afflict 
many of our States and local communi
ties. I cannot believe there is a State in 
the Union which will not spend in the 
coming 2 years State funds in an amount 
equal to their Federal grant for con
struction. Therefore, these Federal 
grants will enable them to divert some 
of their hard-to-come-by State funds 
to increased teachers' salaries. 

The impacted areas bill provides re
lief for approximately one-third of the 
districts. I do not believe that we can 
in good conscience help these deserving 
districts and not ease the problems in 
the other two-thirds of our districts. 

It is time we recognized the educa
tional problem as a national one and 
that the impact of our defense pro
gram is just one aspect of that national 
problem. 

I realize that many Members of thi~ 
Senate disagree with my views. Their 
belief is that by a simple extension of 
the impacted areas bill pressure will 
continue to build during the recess and 
the momentum for an adequate bill will 
be realized by next January. 

I myself think this is the last chance 
we will have in the 87th Congress to pass 
school legislation. This Senate has twice 
in the past 2 years passed legislation 
which would provide funds for school 
construction. All indications are that 
the House is of a similar mind. 

I hope every Senator will give this 
amendment his full consideration and 
his support when it is brought to a vote. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ment will be received and printed, and 
will lie on the desk. 

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. MusKIEJ joins 
me in the presentation of this amend
ment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a news article from the Wash
ingtort Evening Star, August 11, be 
printed in the REcoRD at this point. It 
is entitled "Catholic Gives Up School-Aid 
Hope." 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CATHOLIC GIVES UP SCHOOL-Am HOPE 

. BosToN, August H.-Concentration on 
high school and college and gradual with-

drawal from elementary education has been 
suggested by a Roman Catholic clergyman. 

"It is quite clear by now," wrote the Right 
Reverend Monsignor George W. Casey yes
terday in his weekly column in the Pilot, 
official publication of the Boston Archdio
cese, "that Catholic schools are not going 
to get any financial aid from the Federal 
Government." 

"The best and simplest reason why we 
should shift our money and personnel over 
into secondary and higher education," he 
said, "is that they should be put where the 
need and the return is greater. The chief 
reason for the Catholic school system is the 
preservation of the faith." 

FEDERAL CONTRIDUTION TO NA
TIONAL GUARD RETIREMENT
AMENDMENT 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, H.R. 

4785 is a constructive measure, but I am 
unhappy about one provision in the 
amendment approved by the Senate 
Committee on Armed Services. The 
amendment would limit Federal contri
butions to retirement benefits of Nation
al Guard technicians to 6% percent. 

In New York, the employer contribu
tion by the State for retirement benefits 
amounts to 13 percent, including the so
cial security contribution. As a result, 
the 6%-percent limit would shortchange 
New York technicians in the National 
Guard by approximately 6% percent. 
The overall shortage of funds in New 
York State for this purpose would 
amount to about $900,000. 

Mr. President, on the whole this leg
islation is badly needed. As of now, the 
House of Representatives has main
tained that there is no legislative au
thority for any Federal contribution to 
the retirement pay of civilian National 
Guard technicians. The Department of 
Defense maintains that the authority 
does exist. The proposed legislation in 
any case settles that problem, but it does 
_raise an additional question by establish
ing a 6%-percent limitation. Mr. Pres
ident, it is essential at this point to pro
vide fair and equitable treatment for 
individuals who, often at great sacrifice, 
serve their country as Army or Air Na
tional Guard technicians. The Armed 
Services Committee, acting, I must con
fess, upon the recommendation of the 
Bureau of the Budget, has set a limit of 
6% percent for the percentage which 
the Federal Government will be allowed 
to contribute as the employer's share of 
retirement benefits. The reasoning giv
en, as stated on page 551 of the Presi
dent's budget, is as follows: 

Since the pay rates of such employees are 
equated to those of comparable Federal em
ployees, the total employee's contribution to 
Federal funds is limited to the rate author
ized for Federal employees participating in 
the civil service retirement system. 

But, Mr. President, where the injustice 
arises in this situation is that every State 
provides a different percentage contribu
tion from employers, ranging from about 
3 percent to 13 percent, as in New York. 
This fixed 6%-percent limitation of the 
Federal Government means, in fact, that 
these Army and Air National Guard 
technicians would receive a ditierent and 
in many cases smaller retirement contri-

bution than that received by the other 
State employees with whom they work 
and cooperate closely. 

Finally, Mr. President, the real in
justice lies in the fact that despite the 
present 6%-percent ceiling on the Fed
eral contributions, in fact, it is well 
known that the civil service retirement 
fund, to which this 6%-percent is con
tributed, will in all probability not be 
adequate in the future to provide all the 
benefits which have been authorized by 
law. Therefore, it will undoubtedly be 
necessary for Congress at some point to 
provide additional appropriations for 
civil service benefits. Thus, the 6%
percent limitation, although in etiect at 
the mom~nt, will not be a controlling 
factor in the long run. 

Mr. President, the Department of De
fense has urged correction of this basic 
injustice, and has requested that the 
ceiling of 6% percent be lifted. 

This matter deserves careful atten
tion, for the Department of Defense is 
well aware of the problems in personnel 
and morale which can arise when such 
patent injustice is not corrected. At 
present, there is in many cases no re
tirement provision for these employees, 
except social security. It has been 
agreed that the Federal Government 
should make a contribution for these 
employees, to go into State retirement 
funds. The contribution, in all equity, 
should be based on the percentage which 
each State contributes for other State 
employees. 

Therefore, Mr." President, I send to 
the desk and submit on behalf of my
self, my colleague from New York [Mr. 
JAVITS], the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. CASE], and the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. FoNG], representing three of the 
five States most adversely affected by the 
situation, an amendment to provide for 
the necessary flexibility in determining 
the Federal contribution to these retire
ment funds. The amendment will simply 
strike out the sentence: 

Such contributions shall not exceed 6'h 
per centum of the compensation on which 
such contributions are based. 

Mr. President, the amendment I have 
submitted, which refers to the bill as 
amended by the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services, and therefore ditierent 
from the original bill passed by the 
House, provides for necessary flexibility 
in determining the Federal contribution 
to these retirement funds. I request 
unanimous consent that my amendment, 
which is very short, be printed following 
my remarks in the RECORD. I also ask 
to have printed in the RECORD several 
pages from the hearings on the Depart
ment of Defense appropriations, which 
indicated that as many as 23 States 
might ultimately be shortchanged if a 
6%-percent ceiling is written into the 
law. Because this is a very complex 
subject and because one must take into 
account social security as well as State 
retirement· systems, I consider it advisa
ble not to include any mandatory lan
guage in this amendment, but simply to 
eliminate the arbitrary and unrealistic 
ceiling of 6% percent, which, as the 
material I have mentioned indicates, is 
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actuarially unsound, and has been vig
orouslY opposed by the Department of 
Defense. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
other sponsors of the amendment may 
have the privilege, if they so desire, of 
having their remarks printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment will be received, 
printed, and will lie on the table; and, 
without objection, the amendment will 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 3, line 8, beginning with "Such" 

strike out all down through the period in 
line 9. 

The excerpts from the hearing sub
mitted by Mr. KEATING are as follows: 
FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION TO STATE RETIREMENT 

SYSTEMS FOR TECHNICIANS 
Senator CHAVEZ. There have been several 

inquiries relative to the Federal contribu
tion to the State retirement system for Na
tional Guard technicians. I wish you would 
describe to the committee what this is all 
about. 

General McGowAN. I would like to testify 
briefly and put a statement in the record, 
if I might. 

The retirement of the National Guard 
technicians authorized, has been approved 
by Defense and the Army and the Air Force 
and is included for the first time in the 
budget this year. These technicians are the 
full-time National Guardsmen, Army and 
Air, who are employed by the S~ates to per
form key maintenance administrative train
ing and supply functions. 

Presently, a few States have included them 
in their own retirement system which is 
financially unfair to those particular States, 
but it is a very happy solution for those 
technicians who are so included. 

The funds in this budget request are 
based on a 6.5-percent annual contribution 
which is a flat figure determined by the 
Bureau of the Budget and to meet the re
tirement costs based on the retirement of 
civil service employees of the Federal Gov
ernment. This is already considerably be
low the actual State retirement system costs 
1n 5 States and if we Include the social 
-security ln the deductions it would be below 
the cost of 12 more and as FICA increases ln 
1963, 1966, and 1969 in accordance with 
present law, 6 more States would find that 
this 6.5-percent contribution to their retire
ment system would not meet the actual 
costs. 

Senator CHAVEZ. You h-ave mentioned 5 
States, 12 States, and 6 more. Would you 
make available for the record the names of 
those States'? 

General McGowAN. I would be happy to. 
(The information referred to follows:) 
The 6.5 percent of salaries limitation on 

the amount the Federal Government will 
contribute toward State retirement system 
employer costs on behalf of National Guard 
technicians wlll be inadequate: 

(a) In the five States in which they are 
now participating, or will be eligible to 
participate without amendment to State 
laws if the Federal Government pays the 
full employer costs. They are: 

State rate 
percent 

California (not now participating) __ 9.16 
Hawall {now participating)---------- 7. 29 
New Jersey (now participating)------- 7 
New York {not now participating)---- 9. 619 
Ohio (now p~icipating) ------------ 7. 41 

(b) If the 3 percent on the first $4,800 of 
compensation now being paid under FICA 

is included in the total Federal contribution, 
the following additional 12 States will be 
underfinanced: 

State rate 
percent 

Delaware (not now participating)---- 5 
Florida (now participating)--------- 6 
Kentucky (now participating ________ 4 
Minnesota (now participating)------ 4 
Missouri (now participating)-------- 4 
Nevada (not now participating)----- 5 
New Mexico (now participating)----- 5 
Tennessee (not now participating)--- 4. 12 
Texas (not now participating)-------- 4. 75 
Vermont (not now participating)----- 6. 08 
Virginia (not now participating) ____ 4 
Washington (now participating)----- 6 

(c) If the employer's tax is increased as 
provided by section 401 (c) , Public Law 85-
840 (72 Stat. 1042, 26 U.S.C. 3111) the fol
lowing States will be underfinanced in the 
years indicated: 

State rate 
percent 

Arizona (not now participating)-
1963------------------------------ 3.5 

Arkansas {not now participating)-
1963---------------------------- 3-4 

Iowa (now participating) (on $4,-000)--1963 __ ______________________ 3.5 

Mississippi (not now participating)--
1963------------------------------ 2.5 

Montana (not now participating)-
1963------------------------------ 3.3 

North Carolina (not now participat-
ing)--1963---------------------- 3-5 
(d) The only States that will have their 

retirement system costs satisfied under the 
6.5 percent formula will be Connecticut (now 
participating, portion of employees not under 
FICA); and Massachusetts (now participat
ing, no FICA coverage) . 

(e) The fiscal year 1962 budget request in
cludes $2,800,000 Federal contribution to 
State retirement systems which have legis
lation for Army National Guard technician 
participation. An additional $3,700,000 is 
required to support State retirement rates 
and those States that need legislation to per
mit technician participation in States' re
tirement program. 

ADEQUACY OF FEDERAL CONTRmUTION 
General McGoWAN. We are happy that the 

item is being included in the budget this 
year. We find that this is a group of em
ployees whose retirement hitherto has not 
been provided for. 

Senator CHAVEZ. Is there any d11ference in 
the -amounts requested by the National 
Guard and the budget approval? 

General McGowAN. I will include that in 
the statement. 

I think that should be as much as I should 
put in the record at this moment and I will 
"follow that with a prepared statement we can 
give the chairman by tomorrow. 

There is some question--even in Bureau 
of the Budget circles--with respect to the 
adequacy of this 6.5 percent for Federal em
ployees and I quote from a letter from the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget to the 
Secretary of Defense dated January 19, 1961, 
in which Mr. Stans said in this pertinent part 
of the letter : 

"Although the civil service retirement sys
tem is estimated to have a computed normal 
cost based on various assumptions as to in
terest, income mortality, and so forth, which 
is slightly more than 6.5 percent, that per
centage is the fixed amount required under 
the Civil Service Retirement Act to be con
tributed to the system by Federal agencies. 
Fluctuations in the computed normal cost 
arise from two changes in salary since that 
time." 

Senator CHAVEZ. Is the civil service annual 
contribution the same as yours? 

General McGoWAN. Civll service annual 
~ntribution is 6.5 percent; yes, sir. 

Mr. Stans continues: "Fluctuations in the 
computed normal cost arising from changes 
in salary levels"--there have been two-
"and the like, are not reflected in the statu
tory requirement. Whether the appropria
tion of additional funds in future years will 
naturally depend on further experience and 
the validity of the assumptions now being 
used such as the average rate of interest 
earned on assets of the system." 

It is pertinent to point out that in States 
such as New Jersey, with which I am very 
familiar, and which has included these 
technicians in its own retirement system 
without cost to the Federal Government so 
far, they have their actual costs annually 
checked from an actuarial standpoint and 
their costs are 7 percent without including 
social security deductions. That is one of 
the examples of the States where the pro
posed contribution is already inadequate in 
relation to the actual experience costs. 

Senator CHAVEZ. At this point in the record 
we shall insert a memorandum pertaining 
to this subject, prepared by the Office of the 
General Counsel, Department of Defense. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 
OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNCIL, 
Washington, D.O., April 12, 1961. 

Memorandum for General Moore: 
On February 29, 1960, the Assistant Secre

tary of Defense (Comptroller) received a re
quest from the Assistant Secretary of De
fense (Manpower) to include funds in the 
fiscal year 1962 Department of Defense budg
et to cover payment of the employer's share 
of the costs of State retirement programs 
for civilian employees of the Army and Air 
Force National Guard. The Assistant Secre
tary of Defense (Manpower) had decided to 
follow the policy of providing such payments 
after reviewing the retirement programs of 
the affected States and concluding that the 
employer's share of the costs was a valid 
Federal obligation since the Federal Gov
ernment had accepted the responsibility for 
the payment of the compensation of the 
employees. The compensation of civilian 
employees of the National Guard is fixed 
and paid pursuant to Federal statute; 
namely, 32 U.S.C. 709, which provides, in 
pertinent part, as follows: 

"(a) Under such regulations as the Secre
tary of the Army may prescribe, funds 
allotted by him for the Army National Guard 
may be spent for the compensation of com
petent persons to care for material, arma
ment, and equipment of the Army National 
Guard. 

• • • 
"(f) The Secretary concerned shall fix the 

salaries of clerks and caretakers authorized 
to be employed under this section, and shall 
designate the person to employ them." 

The Comptroller General of the United 
States held (B-138072, dated March 2, 1959. 
attached) that contributions to a State re
tirement system may be regarded as part 
of the compensation which the Secretaries 
of the Army and Air Force are authorized 
to fix under 32 U.S.C. 709. 

On March 22, 1960, the Deputy Comptroller 
for Budget advised the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Manpower) that he concurred 
in the desirability of including funds in the 
1962 budget as requested. He further re
quested that instructions directing the initi
ation of the program for fiscal year 1962 be 
issued by Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Manpower). 

On April 6, 1960, the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Manpower) advised the Depart
ments of the Army and the Air Force to 
take such action as was necessary to include 
a request for funds for this purpose in their 
fiscal year 1962 budget estimates. At the 
same time, he requested that the Army and 
A1r National Guard enter into negotiations 
with the several States and Puerto Rico to 
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establish agreements whereby guard employ
ees would be incorporated in State retire
ment systems. 

On December 7, 1960, the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget by letter to the Sec
retary of Defense explained that it was his 
understanding that the 1962 budget esti
mates would include funds as indicated 
above. He advised that since the amounts 
payable to both the State systems and so
cial security would substantially exceed the 
current rate of contribution to the civil 
service retirement system for Federal em
ployees, it would appear that an unsound re
lationship would be established between 
compensation rates of National Guard em
ployees and of comparable Federal employ
ees. He, therefore, requested that appro
priate language be proposed to establish 
a limitation on the use of Department of 
Defense funds to that now provided for 
Federal employees. Appropriate adjust
ments were also to be made in the budget 
estimates. 

By letter to the Bureau of the Budget dated 
December 14, 1960, the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Comptroller) requested that no 
provision to limit employer's contribution to 
State retirement systems be included in the 
President's budget, since the proposed limi
tation of 6~ percent was totally unrealistic. 
More specifically, information received from 
the chief actuary, civil service retirement 
system, is to the effect that 6~ percent does 
not cover the Federal Government's total 
cost of civil service retirement system, and 
that provision will have to be made for the 
appropriation of additional funds in later 
years to cover full cost. In addition, the 
Comptroller indicated that the administra
tion of the program would be greatly com
plicated, since it was anticipated that many 
States would show reluqtance to bring 
guard employees into the retirement sys
tems, since they would unwilling to revise 
their systems to provide for special funding 
arrangements for these employees. 

By letter dated January 19, 1961, the Di
rector of the Bureau of the Budget again 
insisted that the language in question be 
retained since it would not be considered 
reasonable if compensation of guard em
ployees, including indirect compensation in 
the form of employer's contributions to State 
retirement systems and to the social security 
old-age and survivor's insurance fund, could 
be established at rates higher than those ap
plicable to comparable Federal employees. 
The retention of proposed section 531 con
tained in the Eisenhower budget resulted in 
the deletion of $1 million and $0.6 million 
from the budget estimate of the Depart
ments of the Army and the Air Force, re
spectively. 

As you know, since January 20, 1961, the 
military departments and other offices in the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense recom
mended changes they deemed appropriate in 
budgeted dollar estimates or language. No 
recommendations were received with respect 
to this section. However, it is now under
stood that the Assistant Secretary of De
fense (Manpower), Mr. Runge, is about to 
request the Comptroller to take all possible 
actions to have section 531 deleted in its 
entirety. If the language is deleted, it will 
be necessary to increase the estimates by $1 
million in the case of the Army and $0.6 
million in the case of the Air Force. 

L. T. SMITH 
(For Maurice H. Lanman, Jr.) 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with my colleague Sena
tor KEATING in proposing an amendment 
to H.R. 4785, a bill to permit inclusion 
of Army National Guard and Air Na
tional Guard technicians in State re
tirement systems. Senator KEATING's 
and my amendment removes the 6¥2 -

percent limitation on Federal contribu
tions to these retirement funds, as pro
vided in H.R. 4785. 

Efforts to secure retirement benefits 
for these technicians have been carried 
on for many years. Failure to obtain 
such benefits to date has made it diffi
cult to secure and even more difficult to 
retain valuable technical support. If 
this trend is not reversed, the efficiency 
of the National Guard is bound to suffer. 

To use this 6%-percent Federal con-· 
tribution to the Federal retirement sys
tem as the ceiling for contributions to 
the State retirement systems is not an 
equitable or accurate yardstick. Most 
States compute their rates for contribu
tions to the State retirement system on 
an annual basis, based on current expe
rience. On the other hand, the Federal 
rate of 6% percent was established by , 
the act of July 31, 1956. Although the 
compensation of Federal employees has 
since been increased, no revision of cost 
factors and rates of contributions to the 
Federal retirement system has been 
made. 

I am hopeful that this amendment will 
be recognized as a sound and equitable 
measure which is particularly appro
priate and significant today as we reeval
uate our military preparedness. 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARINGS OF 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON LABOR 
AND PUBLIC WELFARE 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as chair

man of the Subcommittee on Education 
of the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare, I announce that the subcom
mittee will begin its public hearings on 
the Hill higher education bill at 9 
o'clock tomorrow morning. The sub
committee will hold hearings on the 
bill at every opportunity in the days 
immediately ahead, whenever the Sen
ate is not in session, and will begin the 
hearings each day at 9 o'clock a.m. 

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, 
CLES, ETC., PRINTED 
RECORD 

ARTI
IN THE 

On request, and by unanimous con
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

By Mr. MORSE: 
Eulog·y delivered by Senator DouGLAs, re

lating to Fiorello La Guardia. 

U.S. INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the 

junior Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLD
WATER] on August 6 delivered before the 
Virginia State Bar Association a speech 
in which he replied to certain questions 
on foreign policy raised and directed to 
him by the distinguished junior Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT]. The 
importance of this address and the im
portance of the debate of which it is 
part have not been underestimated by 
the press and the public. The outcome 
of this debate might profoundly influ
ence the future of the United States and 

the course of human history. I ask 
unanimous consent . to hav,e Senator 
GOLDWATER'S. Speech . printed in the 
RECORD at this point. . 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
us follows: 

A CASE FOR VICTORY 
(Text of a speech by Senator BARRY GoLD

WATER, Republican, of Arizona, before the 
Virginia State Bar Association's 71st an
nual meeting, White Sulphur Springs, 
W. Va., Saturday, August 5, 1961) 
With your kind indulgence, I should like 

to talk with you tonight about our inter
national relations, about our progress in the 
cold war, and about the need· to win this 
worldwide struggle between the forces of 
freedom and the forces of slavery. Strangely 
enough, I find myself in the position of one 
who has been challenged to make a case for 
victory in a conflict with an enemy of 
enormous power whose undisguised aim is 
to conquer the United States and enslave 
the world. I have been challenged to explain 
what victory in the cold war means, how 
we could achieve it, and what we would do 
with it after we won it. This challenge, 
astounding as it is, comes from none other 
than the chairman of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee.:._genator J. · WILLIAM 
FULBRIGHT, of Arkansas--who reflects in his 
statements a policy line now being promoted 
within the top ranks of the Kennedy ad
ministration. Senator FULBRIGHT, and I am 
sorry to say some others in positions of in
fluence today, believe that victory in the 
cold war is impossible, that we must co
exist with an alien ideological power which 
is using every device at its command to over
whelm us, and that one of the ineans toward 
coexistence is aggressive compromise. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I doubt if any U.S. 
Senator or Government official-ever before 
in the history of our Republic-has been 
called upon to make a case for victory in a 
conflict where everything that the United 
States stands for today--or ever stood for 
in the past--is at stake. I doubt if this 
Nation ever before has found itself in a bat
tle for her very existence where any public 
official or group of public officials automat
ically foreclosed the possibility of victory 
and questioned what we would do with it 
if it ever were achieved. 

When I study the words of Senator FuL
BRIGHT and realize that he speaks for a siz
able bloc of influence in our State Depart
ment, I begin to wonder what forces are at 
work among us in this hour of crisis. I 
wonder whether the entire scope of this 
protracted conflict and the dire consequences 
which it holds for our Nation and the world's 
freedom have been correctly understood. I 
wonder whether the American people actu
ally realize that the failure to proclaim vic
tory as our aim in the cold war is not just 
an oversight but a calculated policy of influ
ential men. Let me state this in Senator 
FuLBRIGHT's own words. He said on the Sen
ate floor on July 24-and I quote-"Appar
ently we have not yet fully accepted in the 
!act that * * * we can hope to do little 
more than mitigate our problems as best we 
can and learn to live with them." Since that 
time, Senator FULBRIGHT has made it plain 
that his method of mitigation would be 
through negotiation and compromise. This 
is what he proposes in the Berlin crisis, 
which might well serve as a terminal point 
in our diplomatic negotiations with Russia. 
The Senator apparently believes that nego
tiation and compromise are what we must 
do to live with communism. He boldly as
sumes that the American people and the rest 
of the free world want to live with commu
nism rather than risk a test of strength. 
He also tells us, in effect, that the price of 
this living is compromise-which is another 
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way of saying .that we will yieid further and 
further to Khrushchev's demands. 

But I'm getting a little ahead of ·myself. 
I believe it is important for you people to . 
understand .how the exchange between Sen
ator FULBRIGHT and. myself· evolved. ~et me. 
briefly explain to you the genesis of this 
argument which the newspapers are' begin
ning to refer· to as a "meaningful" debate 
between the two fundamental · positions. 

It began on June 29 when the Foreign Re
lations Committee chairman delivered a 
speech to the Senate entitled "Some Reflec
tions Upon Recent Events and Continuing 
Problems." These remarks were given wide 
publicity throughout the Nation and were 
hailed in a certain segment of the press as 
a major foreign policy declaration. Now 
since these reflections cont!j,ined so many 
arguments for doing nothing in the cold war 
but waste more and more money in t.he .name 
of social reform for other nations, I felt im
pelled to reply. I did this in a Senate speech 
on July 14. I challenged the Foreign Rela
tions chairman to explain why his approach 
to the cold war, which boils down to more 
and more foreign aid, . has not yielded results 
after the expenditure of nearly $100 billion.' 
I challenged his assertion that American ac-. 
tion in Cuba would result in alienating Latin 
America, Asia, and Africa. I challenged his 
assertion that communism 90 miles oE our 
southern coast was not intolerable to the 
American people. I challenged his declara
tion that the erection of missile bases in 
Cuba would not increase the . danger to our 
national existence. And I also said that this 
Nation needs an official declaration stating 
that our aim in the cold war is victory. 

Now in !,lis response to this, Senator FuL
BRIGHT ignored my . question concerning. the 
wisdom of pursuing a costly and ineffective 
foreign policy. He ignored quite a few other 
things in commenting briefly on the Senate 
floor on July 24 on what he referred to as 
certain themes contained in my remarks. 
But the things he had to say are so illustra
tive of bankrupt thinking with regards to 
the cold war, so fraught with peril for this 
Nation and the cause of freedom, and so 
vitally important to all Americans that I feel 
compelled to give them the kind of com
prehensive treatment that he failed to accord 
my remarks of July 14. 

And, let me say, there is no particular 
significance to the fact that I am setting 
forth my latest views in this running debate 
in a public speech rather than on the floor of 
the U.S. Senate. The reason is quite simple. 
I believe that this issue of whether we are 
to strive for victory in the cold war or con
tinue a policy of drift has become so im
portant that it deserves attention in all 
forums of public discussion. And I assure 
you that the contents of my remarks here 
today shall be placed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD for the perusal of Senator FULBRIGHT 
and all other Members of Congress and that 
I shall have more to say on this subject 
on the floor of the Senate at a later date. 
The nature of our debate is one that lends 
itself to this kind of treatment. Our ex
changes have not been hasty toe-to-toe af
fairs. Rather, they have been-as views on 
a subject this important should certainly 
be-deliberative and long range. 

Now this brings me to Senator FuLBRIGHT's 
comments of July 24. In them, he is exces
sively bemused with one of my phrases
"total victory." He seems to think there is 
something funny about it. He refers to total 
victory as a "stirring term with a romantic 
ring." He ridicules it as something that 
"quickens the blood like a clarion call to 
arms." r. suggest that ridicule is a curious 
attitude for an -American to take when dis
cussing victory in a struggle that means sur
vival. . It is even more curious when that 
American· holds the influential office of 
chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee-and I say this whether he is 

referring to "total victory" or just plain "vic
tory." I suggest that there are many de
tails of our conduct in the cold war which 
invite scoffing and ridicule. But, I suggest 
that the subject of our winning in this 
desperate struggle . is definitely not one of 
them. If Senator FuLBRIGHT disagrees with 
my emphasis on · the word "total" in dis
cussing victory, I will gladly sacrifice it if it 
will mean that we can get the Foreign Re
lations chairman to discuss seriously, and 
objectively, the subject of our developing an 
official determination to win over the tyran
nical forces of international communism. 
Let's just call it "victory," ·and ask Mr. FuL
BRIGHT if this, too, has for him only a "ro
mantic ring" unconnected with the ultimate 
hopes and prayers of a free people. 

The Senator from Arkansas says he does not 
know what victory would mean-as he puts 
it--"in this age of ideological conflict and 
nuclear weapons." Perhaps we are meant 
to believe that victory for the forces of free
dom in the world takes on a different mean
ing because ideology is a factory and weapons 
are more powerful. Perhaps we are to adopt 
the heresy that there can be freedom in this 
world without a victory over the forces which 
already enslave a large percentage of the 
population. Or perhaps the Foreign Rela
tions chairman would like to develop the 
thesis that the people do not know the anat
omy of freedom. In all events, I shall en
deavor to enlighten him on these points. 
But before I do, I should like to say that if 
Senator FuLBRIGHT finds difficulty in under
standing what victory WO!Ild mean perhaps 
he should spend a little thought on the ques
tion of what defeat--the only alternative to 
victo.ry-would mean. This is a frightening 
thought-what would defeat mean? But, 
it is one which must be considered-and con
sidered seriously-if our national policy is 
anything but victory. 

This is a conflict where one side or the 
other must win. And no amount of wishful 
thinking on the part of the Foreign Rela
tions chairman or officials of the New 
Frontier can make it otherwise. On this 
question, the decision is out of our hands. 
The rules for the conflict have been laid 
down by the Soviet Union through a massive 
design aimed at destruct.ion of the United 
States and domination of the world. Against 
the Communist strategy as it is being pushed 
today, there can be no policy but one aimed 
at victory or one that would permit defeat. 
There is no cozy twilight zone such as Sen
ator FuLBRIGHT envisions where the status 
quo is maintained. We know this from what 
has happened to the world since the end of 
World War II. We have continued to de
lude ourselves with something called peace
ful coexistence while communism has kept 
right on gobbling up one country after an
other. Hundreds of millions of the world's 
people have fallen under the yoke of com
munism while we have followed a useless 
policy of spend and drift. Now we are told 
that this is the only feasible approach; that 
we can't hope for victory; that we can't risk a 
war; that we couldn't cope with victory if 
we won it. I say this is the most dangerous 
kind of sheer nonsense. On the basis of ex
perience, the Fulbright approach is not only 
a tremendously costly strategy but it is a 
losing strategy. If it weren't, I submit, that 
we wouldn't today be mourning the loss of 
Cuba and the virtual loss of Laos. 

If 'there · is any doubt as to what victory 
in the cold war means, let ~e say that it 
means the opposite of defeat; it means free
dom instead of slavery; it means the right 
of every man to worship God; of nations 
to determine there own destiny free of force 
and coercion. Victory in the cold war means 
the sum total of all the hopes of freemen 
throughout the world. It means human 
dignity, freedom of choice, the right to work, 
and achieve with the skills and capabilities 

with .which man was endowed by his Creator. 
And it means peace with honor for men who . 
prize liberty above death. 

Now, can victory be achieved without a 
nuclear war? Senator FuLBRIGHT would like 
us to believe that there can be no cold war 
victory without the destruction of civiliza- . 
tion. This is precisely what the Communists 
and the Russians also would like us to be- . 
lieve. Their whole line of attack, through 
propaganda and adroit economic, political 
and military moves, is directed toward mak
ing us think in terms of fear. They want 
to make sure that we believe the risk is too 
great to employ any of our strength. Their 
purpose is intimidation and it's working too 
well. 

Indeed, a cold war victory over the Com
munists is entirely possible. It won't be 
easy because we have lost too much valu- . 
able time and too many golden opportunities. 
But it can be done with the proper integrated 
strategy-a strategy that aims at victory, 
that retains our economic strength; that 
incorporates the principles of political, mili
tary, economic, and psychological strength 
in meeting Soviet challenges and in present
ing some challenges of our own. Those who 
argue against any use of strength, against 
any military risk, against any unilateral 
action fail to understand that political vic
tory in the cold war is the only way to avoid 
a strictly military solution of the East-West 
crisis. It involves some risk, but our experi
ence shows us that this risk is greatly over
exaggerated. Every time we have stood up 
to the Russians they have backed down. Our 
trouble is we haven't stood up to them 
enough. Despite the arguments of Com
munists and leftwing propagandists who 
want us to believe that the present ideolog
ical struggle will inevitably lead to a shoot
ing war, just the reverse is true. A shoot
ing war can only be avoided by winning the 
cold war. And unless we win the cold war, 
we will be an easy pushover for the Khru
shchevs, the Castros, and the Mao Tse-tungs 
when they decide the time is ripe to push 
their strategy into a shooting phase. 

In this, Senator FULBRIGHT has joined the 
ranks of those who would paralyze the for
eign policy of this Nation by advancing the 
alternatives that, either you accommodate 
the Soviet Union or you fight a nuclear war. 
These are the alternatives which are stressed 
every time the Russians seek to advance 
their position. And their expansion over 
the past two decades has given the Com• 
munists millions of square miles, hundreds 
of Inillions of slaves, and treasure beyond 
the dreams of avarice. Now what is the es
sential weakness of this reasoning? It lies 
in accepting the enemy's terms-that the 
only alternative to self-destruction is to 
yield. First, we yield on one issue-unim
portant, it appears in context of such a hor
rible alternative as nuclear war. Then on 
a second and a third and a fourth and ad 
infinitum. So what is finally left to us ex
cept the same terrible dilemma we were con
fronted with on that first day when the 
enemy said, "Yield or die." 

If we could finally satisfy the enemy's 
appetite by giving him one city or one coun
try or one territory who among us, Demo
crat or Republican, liberal or conservative, 
would not be tempted to say: Let them, in 
the name of peace and freedom for 
the rest of us; let them, once and for 
all, have their way and be done with 
it. But this is not possible. We are dealing 
with an enemy whose appetite is unsatiable, 
whose creed demands slavery for everyone, 
Americans included. The more we give in 
to that enemy, the more he wants; and the 
more we give in to him, the more he is en
couraged to demand. 

Senator FULBRIGHT adroitly tries to . makei 
it appear that I am in favor of nuclear war~ 
that I would make war the prime instrument 
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of our policy. I can't imagine what makes 
him think that he and his fellow Democrats 
value life more than do I anq. my family 
and my fellow critics of a disastrous policy 
of drift. 

Does he believe for 1 minute that I would 
take satisfaction from exchanging my pleas
ant life and my pleasant associations, among 
which I rate my friendship with him, for a 
nuclear graveyard? Certainly not. He chal
lenges, presumably, my capacity to reason 
rather than my appreciation of life. And I 
respond: Whether you reason in the light of 
experience or by scholastic theory, there is 
no escaping the conclusion that we cannot 
assure the enemy that, under no circum
stances, will we ever consider war. If we 
are not prepared, under any circumstances, 
ever to fight a nuclear war, we might just 
as well do as the paciftsts and the collabora
tionists propose--dump our entire nuclear 
arsenal into the ocean. 

But Senator FuLBRIGHT has proposed no 
such venture 1n national suicide. He wants 
us to save our bombs. Only he apparently 
wants us to act as though we did not have 
them. because the mere thought of having 
them terrlfi.es those who are dedicated to the 
prmciple of coexistence. Thus, we are sup
posed to eliminate our possession of nuclear 
weapons from our consciousness in discuss
ing the formulation of American foreign 
policy. 

Of course, if victory is not our official aim, 
then there would appear to be no point in 
bringing all our arguments-be they mili
tary, economic, political, or psychological
to bear on the side of freedom. But can we 
be sure that if we completely eliminate the 
possible use of nuclear weapons that the 
Russians will follow suit? Can we risk our 
future and the future of mankind on exclu
sive emphasis on conventional rather than 
ultimate weapons? Can we make any as
sumptions that would diminish our 
strength-in any field-when dealing with 
the Russians? Merely to ask the questions 
is to answer them. We can assume nothing 
where the Russians are concerned. We can 
trust nothing that the Russians ·say. We 
can accept nothing that the Russians sign 
as a conclusive guarantee. 

Theirs 1s a policy of deliberate, calculated 
attrition which eats away steadily at the 
landmass represented by the free world and 
at the individual and collective liberties of 
its people. Unless we develop the will to 
win and the strategy to achieve victory
and do it soon-that attrition will engulf 
us. It has already been moving in 7 league 
boots over the surface of the globe and 
advances to Within 90 miles of our own 
country. It hasn't. slowed down because 
there is a risk of military action involved. 
It moves right on, inexorably increasing 
Communist power in strategic areas. And 
it steps up the tempo every time fear of 
possible consequences paralyzes the West in 
a posture of caution and indecision. Is there 
any wonder that the Communists welcome 
policy declarations which question whether 
the United States could win the cold war 
without a holocaust? Is there any wonder 
why they promote the mirage of peaceful 
coexistence which merely means that we 
stand immobilized while they advance their 
overall design? Is it any wonder that the 
Communists feel f_ree to push their plan to 
build Cuba into an anti-American b~tion 
1n the Western He.misphere? 

The whole Communist operation makes the 
element o:f time a vital factor. Time is run
.ning out on the West while it is working 
in favor of international communism-at 
least under our present policy. For, I would 
remind you the policy we are following today 
is the -same one which we have followed
With. a few . exceptions-since the end of 
World War II. It is the policy of spending in 
the hope of gaining allles. It is the policy 

which has permitted the Communists to 
gain in almost every area of the world while 
the cause of freedom has been losing. 

I want to emphasize this time factor par
ticularly in the _light of what the Senate 
Foreign Relations chairman sees as our ob
jective. He says it is total victory for a 
process. And he defines that process as one 
"of civilizing international relations and of 
bringing them gradually under a worldwide 
r·egime of law and order and peaceful pro
cedures for the redress of legitimate griev-
ances." 
· All I can say is that 1f this is our objective, 

what is our hope? This just says that the 
United States should work for the establish
ment of some kind of international super
state whose members would behave in a civil
ized and peaceful way toward each other. 
At the very least this wou~d take several 
centuries. And we have no assurance that 
the time will ever come when all other states 
will want to behave peacefully toward each 
other. The lessons of history are aU against 
It, for there have always been states that 
would not hesitate to use arms to advance 
their national policies and defend their sys
tems. 

Let me assure you that a world without 
arms, a world living peacefully and adjust
ing its grievances in a global regime of law 
and order is more than an objective. It ls 
a dream and its name is "Utopia." Even 1f 
it were practical, such an objective has no 
direct application against the urgent prob
lems which beset the world today. We 
haven't the time for implementing dreams 
right now. We must deal with reality, the 
ever-present threat of Communist tyranny 
whi-ch is not going to submit the kl.nd of 
civilizing Senator FuLBRIGHT envisions. 

Suppose there ls a big fire in your neigh
borhood. What do you think about first? 
You think of saving your house from destruc
tion and your family from death. And if 
the ftames have already enveloped your gar
den fenc.e, do you lose time planning to 
build a dream house next year or next decade 
in a nonexistent city and in a theoretical 
country? Ot course, you don't. You go 
right to work fighting the flames to save 
the house you've already got in the city and 
country where you live now. 

This is the way it Is today with ,our coun
try and with the world. There is a fire in 
the world and its Communist flames are 
threatening to destroy the American way of 
life. Not next year. or in the next decade, 
or in a future century, but right now-today. 
These ugly red flames are already brushing 
our ·shores and they continue to rage un
checked. 
- And I suggest that this is no time for an 
American foreign policy objective designed to 
erect an impractical international dream 
<llty of the future. It is long past the time 
when our objective should be the practical 
means of dousing the fire and smothering 
the flames of international communism. 

So what can we do? Our job, first and 
foremost, is to persuade the enemy that we 
would rather follow the world to kingdom 
come than consign it to hell under commu
nism. Having made that dear, we must 
seize opportunities as they arise to protect 
freedom and demonstrate our strength. 
.Many such opportunities have arisen in the 
past, some of which we have used to good 
advantage. For example, we we,re told by 
the weak of heart and the peddler:s of de
spair that unless we yielded Quemoy and 
Matsu to the Communists, .a terrible war 
would result. The Eisenhower administra
tion said, in effect, very well. if the Com
munist world chooses to go to war to occupy 
these islands, then that's the way it wm 
have to be. But the Communist world dld 
not so choose, and Quemoy and Matsu are 
free today. And they will be free tomorrow 
and just as long as our resolution lasts. 
The story was repeated in Lebanon. We 

sent in marines there against the advice and 
quaking of those who fear a display of de
termination and strength. And Lebanon is 
free today. We acted . from . strength, too, 
when Berlin was threatened in . 1948, and 
Berlin remains free. In Korea, our trouble 
was that Stalin didn't know that we meant 
business, and the result was a costly, un
necessary war which we would not have had 
to fight if the Russians had been assured .in 
advance of our determination .. 

On the other hand, our resolve was not 
strong enougl:l in .Cuba to back our intent 
with the strength required and which we 
possessed. The result ~s that Cuba lan
guishes in chains while a bearded Com
munist dictator thumbs his nose at the 
United States and plays the enemy's game 
to the hilt. And When Senator FULBRIGHT 
worries lest we alienate the rest of Latin 
America by taking affirmative action in Cuba, 
I'm sure _ Castro guffaws. Much of Latin 
America has already been alienated by the 
timidity and ineffectiveness of our Ameri
can policy. The Latins cannot understand 
why a world power, such as the United 
States, allows a two-bit Kremlin stooge to 
spit in our eye. And they wonder what 
source of support we could possibly be to 
them when communism pushes its expan
sion program throughout the Western Hemis
phere. They see us weak and baffied in an 
area of vital concern, not only to them but 
to our own existence. 

And must we surrender Laos, too? Is that 
the fixed conviction of Senator FuLBRIGHT 
when he worries lest we commit American 
soldiers to a jungle war? Are there not Free 
Chinese, South Vietnamese, South Koreans, 
Filipinos, and Japanese who would fight 
if the United States gave them backing? 
Have we ever asked them? 

Another important point which might im
pel action in Laos if our policy is to be any
thing but concession and that 1s contained 
in the strong statement on this problem 
made by President Kennedy. It is well to 
remember that it won't do to "talk strongly 
and carry a weak stick." Or does Senator 
FuLBRIGHT believe the President was wrong 
about Laos, just as he thinks the President 
was remiss in not suggesting what he calls 
peaceful solutions to the Berlin crisis. 

When Senator FuLBRIGHT questions what 
we would do with victory if we won it, he 
implies that any doubt on this score be
comes, per se, an argument against win
rung. He asks whether we would occupy 
Russia and China and launch a program to 
reeducate the Russians and the Chinese in 
the ways of democracy? The answer to this 
is simply "No." We would not have to 
occupy China and Russia because the vast 
majority of the people in both of these 
countries are not Communists. They will, 
with proper guidance, take care of their 
own freedom once they are released from 
the iron grlp of Communist dictatorship. 

But even if this weren •t true, the mere fact 
that victqry woUld pose problems is not 
reason to submit to slavery. 

In this same -connection, Senator FUL
BRIGHT says that our victories in World War 
I and World War II "offer little encourage
ment." I assume that his reference is to the 
fact that, having won the wars, we lost the 
peace-at Versailles, at Yalta, Teheran, and 
Potsdam. I won't argue With him there. We 
did lose the peace in both instances. But. 
again, I suggest that the For~ign Relations 
chairman glance at the other tSide of the coin. 
If our victories tn the two World Wars "of
fer little encouragement." what does he be
lieve defeat at the hands of the Kaiser or 
at the hands of Adolph Bitler would have 
offered? Does he suggest that because we 
lost the peace after World War I and World 
War II that we shoUld not try to win the 
.struggle in which we are presently engaged? 
I would like Sen a tor F~aiGH'1' to tell me 
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plainly if he thinks the Russians and the 
Communists are out to win the cold war? 

And while I'm at it, I would refer the 
Senator to the new Communist manifesto 
which appeared only this week. I believe 
the New York Times, with which I do not 
always agree, summed it up best in an edi
torial appearing on August 1. Here is what 
the Times had to say: 

"In short, this is a new declaration of 
war against the free world-military, politi
cal, economic, and propagandistic war. It 
expands in thousands of words what the 
Soviet chieftain compressed in four words, 
'We will bury you.'" . 

The editorial concludes this way: 
"Therefore, under the guise of 'peaceful 

coP.xistence,' it continues to stir up revolu
tions and Communist 'wars of liberation' to 
exploit nationalism where it serves its pur
pose and to denounce it where it does not, to 
try and wreck all free world defense organ
izations, to lure the new and still inexperi
enced states into its net and, above all, to 
disarm the free world, keeping its own arms 
intact." 

But let us return to the question of acting 
from strength. Against the advice of those 
who counsel inaction because of the risk, let 
me ask, When has Western resolution backed 
up by Western disposition to use its total 
resources ever been defied by the Commu
nist empire? The answer is "Never-not 
once." The rulers of the Kremlin would 
sooner reduce their territory to the ancient 
state of Muscovy than die on the crucible of 
their ideology. Their doctrine does not call 
for corporate acts of heroism when they are 
not under direct attack. 

In the final analysis the choice is not 
yield, or fight a nuclear war. It is: win, 
or fight a nuclear war. For a nuclear war we 
shall certainly have to fight, from whatever 
beleaguered outpost we are reduced to oc
cupying, if we continue to yield, piece by 
piece, all over the world. And finally, in 
desperation, we would see the horrible al
ternatives clearly in view-a violent act of 
nuclear aggression or surrender. And let me 
add a further thought. If we should decide 
to surrender right now in return for a guar
antee of peace, we would not escape the 
danger of nuclear bombardment. Let me 
point out for the benefit of those among 
us who whisper, "I'd rather be Red than 
dead," the brutal fact that surrender might 
very conceivably subject us to the kind of 
nuclear attack we would be seeking to avoid. 

The reason for this is quite plain. Due 
to the numbers and varieties of weapons, 
and to the geographic distances and ex
panses, and to the number of bases and peo
ple, the actual act of surrendering and turn
ing over of our weapons to the Soviets could 
not be ·performed. Our officers might obey 
an order to destroy or surrender American 
weapons, but the Communists could never 
be sure that we had not concealed some for 
use in a later sneak attack. 

The Soviets, assured of no massive retalia
tion by the fact of our surrender, might find 
it militarily expedient to bomb our bases in 
order to make sure our weapons are de
stroyed. And, at the same time, they could 
easily decide to bomb centers of the guer
rilla resistance that inevitably would spring 
up and to bomb those industries which could 
turn out arms and ammunition. 

No, the dream that surrender will forever 
eliminate the specter of nuclear war is an 
illusion because history will not stand still. 
The Soviets would not be able to control the 
entire world. Nuclear weapons wm not dis
appear from the arsenals of the major na
tions, regardless of whether they are ruled 
by Communist or non-Communist regimes. 

Thus, we find that neither yielding nor 
surrender are ways to avoid the . possibility 
of nuclear war. Our only hope is to pro
claim victory as our aim and then to press 
boldly and unremittingly on aU fronts-al-

ways prepared to fight and making sure the 
Communists always know we are prepared 
to fight. 

And, in laying that groundwork, there are 
a number of immediate steps we should take 
to reorient our policy for maximum U.S. ef
fectiveness in the cold war. They include 
the following: 

1. We must stop believing that our primary 
objective must be to humor the public opin
ion of neutral or uncommitted nations 
rather than to defend our strategic inter
ests, cooperate closely with our allies, and 
to advance our positions of strength. This 
we must do the more readily because much 
of this so-called opinion which entrances 
our coexistence proponents is fabricated by 
the Communists to our detriment; and since 
we have no proper method by which we can 
judge what public opinion really believes 
throughout the world. 

2. We must stop lying to ourselves and 
our friends about disarmament. We must 
stop advancing the cause of the Soviet Un
ion by playing along with this great Com
munist-inspired deception. We must aban
don the 1llusion that the Soviets, in their 
disarmament policies, are interested in fur
thering peace rather than baiting a trap 
for us. Their objective is to contrive our 
unilateral disarmament while they continue 
to arm themselves secretly as fast as they 
can. 

It is not dialectics but schizophrenia when 
we increase our military budget by 15 per
cent and the Soviets theirs by 33 percent 
while, at the same time, we proclaim that 
disarmament is our highest goal and a prac
tical method of composing the present con
flict. The American people can stand the 
truth, but they cannot prosper under an 
official policy of self-deception. 

3. We must get rid of the ban on nuclear 
testing. This is the worst and most trans
parent trap into which the United States 
has fallen during the course of the cold 
war. The ban does nothing but serve the 
Soviet Union to improve its nuclear weapons 
by clandestine testing, to stop our own ad
vances in offensive and defensive nuclear 
technology and, ultimately, lead to a situa
tion where we wake up confronted with su
perior Soviet weapons. 

4. We must stop negotiating about things 
that are nonnegotiable, such as the rights 
of our allies, compromises of our security, 
treaties like the test ban which can be 
neither controlled nor enforced. We must 
not de9eive ourselves and our friends into 
believing that nuclear weapons and modern 
technology can be negotiated out of exist
ence. 

5. We must stop helping communism, 
whether by trade, political concessions, tech

. nical disclosures, soft talk in the . United 
Nations, recognition of Outer Mongolia, pil
grimages to Moscow or support for revolu
tionaries of the Castro type. 

6. We must avoid economic collapse by 
·scaling down extravagant and useless do
mestic programs and halt the squandering 
of our money on unrealistic worldwide aid 
programs. 

Now, in conclusion I would remind you 
that in a mortal struggle there is no substi
tute for victory. The way I propose, the way 
of strength, is not an easy way. It is a hard 
course requiring determination and hard de
cisions involving risk. But it is the way of 
peace, not war; of freedom, not slavery. It 
is the way of all Americans, Republicans 
and Democrats alike; the way of all free peo
ple with the will to remain free. Thank you. 

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, one 
of the strongest foundations of our in
dustrial society has been the develop-

ment of .free collective bargaining 
between labor and management. 

Such bargaining has immeasurably 
benefited both employees and employers 
and has contributed much to the 
strength and wealth of our Nation. 

However, in recent times there has 
been alarm expressed over a tendency to 
accept Government intervention as a 
substitute for collective bargaining. 

This concern has been very well stated 
by Joseph A. Beirne, president of the 
Communications Workers of America, 
AFL-CIO, in an article in the CW A News 
for August. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of Mr. Beirne's article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
BIG GOVERNMENT MOVES INTO VACUUM WHEN 

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING FAILS 

(By J. A. Beirne) 
I am gravely concerned about the fate of 

collective bargaining when I see so many 
spokesmen in the field of labor and man
agement looking to the Government for their 
answers. 

In the few months since the Kennedy ad
ministration took over the reins of our Fed
eral Government, we have seen more top
level labor-management representatives yield 
to Government solutions of negotiating 
problems than we had seen for a decade. 

Furthermore, if predicti9ns made in 
Washington are accurate, President Ken
nedy's aids are preparing to move into the 
field of collective bargaining in a way that 
will make everything up to now seem mild. 

I do not charge the Federal Government 
with taking over. That is not my view at 
all . 

As a matter of fact, it is perfectly natural 
for a strong President and a strong Secre
tary of Labor to provide the answers when 
asked, even urged, to provide those 
answers. 

So the term "taking over" is wholly in
accurate in this context. It is much more 
a case of "moving in to occupy a vacuum"
and that is exactly what is happening, in my 
judgment. 

I am certain that you recall the exciting 
moment when the new President told us to 
ask ourselves, not what America can do for 
us, but rather, what we can do for America. 
I believe that in the field of collective bar
gaining, it is fatal to look to the Govern
ment for all the answers. We are not ap
prentices in this field . 

The history of organized labor dealing 
with organized management goes back for 
more than a century and a half. We have 
been through the dark chapter when it was 
illegal for workers even to meet together 
among themselves to discuss their standard 
of living. This was conspiracy. We have 
been through the stage when it was legal 
for employers to sign individual contracts 
with workers prohibiting union membership. 
Yellow Dog contracts. And we have wit
nessed passage of the Wagner Act, the -Taft
Hartley Act, and Landrum-Griffin. 

Do we want more and more and more laws 
regulating labor-management relations? 

It is a hard question. But I say that if 
we get soft enough on the answer to that 
question, there is the danger that we will 
get soft on all the hard questions, and when 
that happens * * * look out. Here comes 
big ·government, with a vengeance. 

Do we want to be spoon fed in the field of 
collective bargaining? If so, then beware the 
easy slide into a condition where we will 
want spoon feeding in every other area of 
our national life. 
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When the McClellan disclosures rocked the 

Nation-and the labor movement; when 
some units of labor were being held up to 
scorn (which they richly deserved), then 
there was a great cry to pass new laws, and 
Congress acted in response to those cries. 

I am convinced now, as I was then, that 
the real solutions must be provided by the 
people, not by the Government. 

I think now, as I thought then, that both 
management and workers ought to sit down 
and draw up the guidelines that will permit 
both to grow and prosper, which in turn 
would bring about added growth and new 
prosperity in the entire country. 

Constructive ideas about how the com
munity can prosper through a growing labor 
movement, a growing business world, that 
1s what we need. Be constructive, and stop 
thinking in terms of destroying each other 
and rendering each other impotent. 

For many years, it has been great sport 
among managers to slow down, and halt 
where possible, the growth of the labor move
ment. If those executives had exercised their 
responsibilities to their own organization, 
to their stockholders, by aiding rather than 
hindering the growth of labor, I believe that 
our Nation would be in a far stronger posi
tion now to combat the threat of Soviet 
Russia on the economic battlefield. 

There would be less confusion in the :field 
of collective bargaining, that's for sure. The 
point I am making is that business would be 
better off, if labor were better off. Every 
time a union is sti:fied, a chain of events 1s 
set in motion, and eventually, here comes 
government getting more and more and more 
into the act. 

Now, if there is one thing you can name 
that throws free enterprise off center, it is 
big government getting into the act. 

When Senator McCLELLAN was at the 
height of his investigation of labor and 
management-mostly labor-! said to my 
friends in the business community, "If you 
know anything good about the labor move
ment, say it now." Their silence was elo
quent. 

Then one day-and they never expected it 
to come so fast-we had the revelations 
about rigged bids, and top executives of Gen
eral Electric, Westinghouse, and other great 
corporations were on the witness stand, in 
the glare of the flashbulbs and the tele
vision lights. 

Does it strike you as a mere coincidence 
that labor-management relations are at a 
low ebb, in the same generations with new 
lows in ethics among some of the leaders 
in both camps? As a corollary, can we ex
pect anything much better from the thous
ands of juvenile delinquents we read so 
much about • • • when, as a matter of 
fact, they obviously pick up their notions of 
behavior from their elders? 

No, I am not off the track, I am very 
much on it, when I talk about labor-man
agement relations and juvenile delinquency 
in the same breath. 

The American way of life is made up of 
such things as how workers and manage
ment get along with each other, the code 
of ethics each side subscribes to, the acts 
of Congress and of individual men and 
women, our newspapers, television, our 
home life, religious training, the music we 
hear, the sights we see, and a million other 
things. 

This way of life is not just an idle event 
in time and space. It is charged with mean
ing, for each one of us. For example, we do 
a good day's work for a good day's pay be
cause that is a part of our concept of the 
good life; and we look down on the worker 
who fails to live up to the code. 

But there 1s a drift. There is too much 
shoddy merchandise, and there are too many 
people who have forgotten the concept of 
"quality'' as well as "quantity." 

This same drift can take us into real 
catastrophe on the subject of "soft answers 
to hard questions." The free enterprise sys
tem is a going concern because it has faced 
up to the hard answers so often necessary 
in the economic arena. Organized labor is a 
vital part of this system because it has 
worked out the answers in true collective 
bargaining style-workers on one side of the 
table and management on the other-with 
government .sitting in now and then to be 
sure that one side or the other didn't have 
too great an advantage. 

We have witnessed the fact that govern
ment will provide the leadership when labor 
and management fail; and so I repeat: if 
we can't do it, somebody up there is going 
to do it for us. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is 
there further morning business? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there fur
ther morning business? If not, morn
ing business is closed. 

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the unfin
ished business, S. 1983, be laid before the 
Senate for consideration and may become 
the pending business. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <S. 1983) to promote the for
eign policy, security, and general welfare 
of the United States by assisting peoples 
of the world in their efforts toward eco
nomic and social development and in
ternal and external security, and for 
other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. MAG
NUSON]. 

BERLIN AND GERMANY 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

have read partial texts and news ac
counts of Soviet Premier Khrushchev's 
recent addresses. These reports are 
suftlcient to make clear that Mr. Khru
shchev has a view of the attitudes of 
this Nation regarding peace, Berlin, and 
Germany which is not accurate. Fur
ther, they indicate that his views on 
these questions require elaboration if we 
are to appreciate the peaceful intent 
which is professed in them. The recent 
intensification of the danger of a blow
up in the divided city, with incalculable 
consequences, emphasize the need for a 
prompt clarification. 

Mr. Khrushchev is wrong, if he mis
takes the voice of any fraction of the 
people of this Nation for the voice of 
the Nation on the issues of peace and 
war. The right of peaceful dissent is 
an inherent part of a system of free
dom. But in the last analysis, the 
voices to which Mr. Khrushchev needs 
to pay attention in this Nation are those 
of the President and the Secretary of 
State. For regardless of dissent, bell1-
cosity, or whatever in other quarters, it 
is the President who will determine the 
critical courses of action of the entire 
Nation. And under the President, only 
the Secretary of State is equipped to 
interpret his decisions in policy. 

The President and the Secretary of 
State speak not for war, but for peace
not merely at Berlin and Germany, but 
everywhere on the globe. And they 
speak, too, for the defense of our rights 
which our national self-respect, no less 
than the grandeur of Russia of which 
Mr. Khrushchev spoke, requires us to 
preserve against threats or the hostile 
acts of others. 

If Mr. Khrushchev means no harm to 
those rights at Berlin-and he insists 
in his statements that he does not-then 
there can be peace at Berlin. Beyond 
the defense of those rights against uni
lateral change by others, as I have said 
many times, I am not wedded to any 
particular situation at Berlin. I am 
personally persuaded that other situa
tions can be developed, situations far 
better than that which has now existed 
for so many years despite the enormous 
changes in Germany and Europe and the 
world since World Warn. 

Indeed, Mr. Khrushchev has taken the 
initiative in this matter. He has insisted 
that the situation in Berlin must be 
changed. He has also insisted that the 
changes will not infringe upon our rights 
in that city, including the rights of ac
cess to West Berlin. Unfortunately, un
til now at least, he has indicated the 
changes which he desires, but he has not 
set forth in specifics how Western rights 
would be protected. What we really 
need, if there is to be peace as well as 
change at Berlm, is an elaboration on 
what the changes which Khrushchev 
proposes may mean. For example: 

First. Mr. Khrushchev has contended 
that the East Germans can succeed to 
Soviet occupation rights in East Berlin 
by unilateral action. Does he recognize 
equally, then, that West Germans can 
succeed to Western rights of occupation 
in and access to West Berlin by uni
lateral action of the Western Powers? 

Second. Since all of Berlin has been 
a common occupational responsibility of 
the Allied Powers; that is, the Soviet 
Union, France, Britain, and the United 
States, does it not follow that any peace
ful change in the status of a part of Ber
lin to that of a free and neutralized city, 
must be coupled with a change of the sta
tus of all of Berlin, Soviet, and Western 
occupied enclaves, to that of a free city? 
I think that Mr. Khrushchev will recog
nize that unless he is prepared to extend 
his proposal of a free city to the entire 
city of Berlin-which he has never sug
gested-what he proposes is a unilateral 
change which is at least a political and 
ideological act of aggression even if it 
does not involve an act of military ag
gression. 

Third. Mr. Khrushchev insists that 
the routes of access to Berlin will remain 
open after he signs a peace treaty with 
East Germany. He says that there will 
be any guarantees necessary to achieve 
this end. But what kind of guarantees? 
Will East Germany have control of the 
routes of access after a peace treaty is 
signed? Will Russian-forces remain in 
control of them? Will they be trans
ferred to the Western Powers whose 
forces remain in West Berlin, which 
would be most logical inasmuch as the 
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Soviet Union is the nation which desires 
to withdraw from its occupational re
sponsibility? Or, if control is trans
ferred to the East Germans, will the So
viet Union recognize · and support the 
right of the Western nations to use what
ever means may be necessary to guar
antee access to Berlin if it should subse
quently be impeded? 

These, Mr. President, are some of the 
questions which must be faced and an
swered now, if there is to be a change at 
Berlin, a change in peace. These are 
some of the questions which must be an
swered to give substance to the assertions 
of peaceful intent which emanate from 
Moscow. 

Mr. Khrushchev has said that we 
should sit down at a table and negotiate. 
I should like to think that these are the 
type of questions, Mr. President, at least 
as regards Berlin, which would form the 
substance of negotiations. I see little 
virtue at this time in trying to deal with 
these questions in a full-dress conference 
with all the theatrical trappings of an 
international melodrama. But I see 
much virtue in quiet, sober, preliminary 
discussions of these questions. I would 
suggest that we have an outstanding Am
bassador in Moscow, and the Russian 
Ambassador in this city is most capable. 
The task might well begin with an ex
ploration of the questions by these men 
and the diplomats of other nations 
involved. Or, if this means of communi
cation is inadequate, others can be de
vised. It is not so important, Mr. Pres
ident, who may initiate negotiations or in 
what circumstances they may be initi
ated; I should think the people of the 
world would be grateful to whomever had 
the courage to take the bull by the horns. 
But what is far more important is the 
substance of the negotiations. I would 
respectfully suggest that at the heart of 
the problem of peace at Berlin is not who 
talks with whom, who is bashful and 
who is bold in approaching negotiations. 
Rather, it is the sincerity of the desire 
to :tlnd mutually satisfactory answers to 
the kind of questions which I have enu
merated and the skill of the diplomacy by 
which these answers are sought. 

SOVIET GAINS, UNITED STATES 
LOSES IN TRADE IN TYPICAL 
COUNTRIES RECEIVING U.S. FOR
EIGN AID 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, last 

month I wrote the State Department to 
secure information on the progress of 
Communist influence in a selected group 
of countries to which we have given a 
massive amount of foreign aid. I also 
asked for a report on the course of 
United States and Soviet trade with each 

~ of these countries over the past 3 years 
and the ability of our Foreign Service 
omcers in these countries to speak the 
language of the country. Finally, I 
asked how much we have spent in each 
foreign nation. 

This mutual security bill should aid in 
overcoming the increased Soviet bloc 
trade offensive throughout the world. 
. The value of Soviet exports to under
developed free world states increased 

from $71.8 million in 1954 to $183.9 mil
lion in 1959. Their imports from such 
countries increased from $121.1 million 
in 1954 to $384.3 million in 1959. Eco
nomic, military, and technical aid 
granted by the Communist bloc during 
1958, 1959, and the first 10 months of 
1960 totaled $3,265 million. The Soviet 
aid offensive has three principal motives. 
Good will trade seeks to orient the trad
ing partner's foreign policy. Penetrative 
trade seeks to gain control of an impor
tant sector of the trading partner's econ
omy, rendering the other country de
pendent upon the Communist bloc trade, 
with the possibility of bringing pressure 
to bear by threatening suspension of sup
ply or demand "Disruptive" trade seeks 
to undermine the economic structure of 
the free world. It is widely charged, for 
example, that Soviet exports of petro
leum and grain have this effect. 

The Soviet trade challenge looms as a 
significant factor in the shaping of our 
foreign policy toward many sensitive 
areas of the world. In many areas, and 
particularly in underdeveloped nations, 
increasing dependence upon Communist 
bloc grants and supplies will provide 
growing opportunities for economic and 
political penetration. 

If we are to meet the Soviet economic 
offensive, our policy must do more than 
proclaim to the world that trade with 
the Soviet bloc is immoral, dangerous, 
and of doubtful benefit. East-West 
trade is a fact, and its volume is expand
ing. We must discover a way to protect 
the general framework of international 
commerce against the spreading and in
creasingly disruptive activities of Com
munist state trading. 

SOVIET TRADE SOARS 

I requested the Department of State to 
investigate the success of the Soviet 
trade offensive in Afghanistan, Brazil, 
the Congo, Laos, South Korea, Spain, 
and Yugoslavia between 1957 and 1960. 
The facts are alarming. There is no 
significant Communist bloc trade with 
the Congo, Laos, and South Korea. On 
the other hand, trade between Afghani
stan and the bloc increased by 48 Y2 per
cent between 1957 and 1960. Trade be
tween Brazil and the bloc increa~ed 100 
percent between 1957 and 1960. Trade 
between Spain and the bloc increased 
from $1.7 million to $29.9 million, an in
crease of 1,659 percent. Trade between 
Yugoslavia and the bloc increased by 
52.7 percent. 

I ask unanimous consent that a mem
orandum on this subject be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the memo
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Question 1. Has there been Communist 
activity in Afghanistan, Brazil, Congo, Laos, 
Republic of Korea, Spain, and Yugoslavia in 
the last 2 years? To what extent? 

Question 2. Has Communist influence in
creased in these countries during the last 
year? If so, why? 

Answer: 
AFGHANISTAN 

The Soviet Union has undertaken a very 
active program of economic aid, mil1tary as
sistance, and cultural exchange in Afghani
stan. It is represented by a large diplomatic 

group, mllitary assistance mission, civilian 
technical assistance missions, and agents of 
Soviet state trading organizations. The So
viet Union is pursuing an exchange-of-per
sons program and is persistent in its attempts 
to make further cultural and educational 
penetration at all levels. Of particular im
portance is the large-scale training of Afghan 
military personnel being undertaken by the 
Soviets both in the U.S.S.R. and in Afghani
stan. An Afghan-Soviet Friendship Societ:y 
was started in Kabul, and an Afghan-Soviet 
cultural agreement was signed during Khru
shchev's most recent visit to Kabul in March 
1960. 

Total Soviet economic and military assist
ance commitments to Afghanistan have been 
estimated to exceed $300 million, most of 
which has been on a loan basis. All major 
Soviet projects are either on or ahead of 
schedule. The Soviet performance has been 
characterized by crash operations and a will
ingness to concentrate their resources with
out regard to the institutional development 
and absorptive capacity of the Afghan 
economy. 

Afghan officials continue to assert their in
tention to remain independent and neutral. 

BRAZIL 

The Communist Party is illegal in Brazil, 
but the Communists have been active for 
several decades both in underground activi
ties and through the use of front parties 
which serve as a screen. In the last 2 years 
they have concentrated much of their effort 
on the restive rural population, particularly 
in the depressed northeastern areas of the 
country, as well as on their traditional tar
gets, the university faculty members, stu
dents, and other intellectuals. While many 
of the latter who originally sympathized with 
the Castro movement in Cuba have since be
come disillusioned, "Fidelismo" has made 
some gains among the poverty-stricken plan
tation hands and unskilled urban workers. 

CONGO 

Since the abrupt departure of the Soviet 
and Czech missions from Leopoldville in 
September 1960, Communist activity in the 
Congo has been almost exclusively concen
trated in Orientale Province. There has been 
a danger that the Gizenga regime in its re
doubt in Stanleyville could become an en
clave for Communist activity which could 
threaten the rest of the Congo. 

LAOS 

Mounting penetration by Communist ele
ments from North Vietnam in the past 2 
years, together with supplies and armaments 
airlifted in by the Soviet Union since De
cember 13, 1960, have reinforced the pro
Communist Pathet Lao forces to such an ex
tent that they were able to expand the ter
ritory under their control to large portions of 
the nation by the time the cease fire was 
called 2 months ago. 

There is no evidence that the Communists 
have gained widespread support among the 
population. They have, however, been ex
ploiting every possible means to gain con
verts and spread disaffection and confusion 
among the Lao. The disruption of the coun
try's economy resulting from their aggressive 
action has, of course, had serious effects on 
the population. 

REPUBLIC OF KOREA 

Some Communist agitation has occurred in 
some student groups in the Republic of 
Korea, and in the aftermath of the war Com
munist subversive activities, including 
espionage, sabotage, and propaganda have 
continued in South Korea. The Republic of 
Korea Governments, past and present, have 
been energetic and r~sourceful in detecting 
and counteracting this activity, but the in
filtration of agents from North Korea and 
the presence of a few resident Communists 
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active in underground operations, under the 
direction of North Korean authorities, make 
this an unending if relatively successful 
preventive exercise. The new administration 
of Gen. Pak Chung-Hui has adopted a vig
orously anti-Communist stand. 

SPAIN 

In Spain the Communist Party and its ac
tivities are illegal, and Spain does not have 
diplomatic relations with any of the Iron 
Curtain countries. The Communist Party 
does function to a limited extent clan
destinely and attempts to infiltrate and pro
mote labor disturbances and student unrest. 
These efforts are generally unsuccessful, 
partly because of the active countermeasures 
taken by the internal security forces of the 
Spanish Government. The Communist at
tempt to promote widespread anti-Govern
ment demonstrations on June 18, 1959, the 
Spanish national holiday, was a complete 
failure as other opposition groups refused to 
participate. There are extensive broadcasts 
in the Spanish language to Spain from trans
mitters behind the Iron Curtain, but it is 
impossible to determine how many Spaniards 
listen to them and to what degree they are 
effective. 

Information on this subject is , of course, 
difficult to obtain, but there has been no 
discernible increase in Communist activities 
in Spain in the last 2 years. 

YUGOSLAVIA 

The Government of Yugoslavia remains 
firmly Communist, but is no longer under 
Soviet domination. Many of the harsher as
pects of Communist rule have disappeared, 
and a political and economic ideology has 
developed which differs markedly from that 
of the Soviet Union, and has frequently been 
termed by Soviet bloc authorities a serious 
danger to international Communist solidar
ity. 

Question 3. (a) Has Communist trade with 
these countries increased in the last 3 years? 
If so, why? 

Answer: 

Total trade with the Sino-Soviet bloc 
[In millions of U.S . dollars] 

1957 1960 

I 35. 7 53.0 
76. 5 153. 0 

Afghanistan _________ ______ _________ _ 
:BraziL.- -- ----- ________ ____ ______ __ _ 

(2) (3) 
. 3 (2) 

Congo _____ ________________ _________ _ 

Laos.----- ------------------- -- --- --
(2) (2) 

1. 7 29.9 
259.3 396. 0 

Republic of K orea ________________ __ _ 

~:~slaVia.=================== ====== 
1 E stimated 1958 figure, no data available for 1957. 
2 Negligible. 
3 N o data available, probably negligible. 

AFGHANISTAN 

Trade with the bloc has increased under 
the stimulus of a large Soviet aid program. 
Much of the increased trade represents de
liveries of assistances and the side effects of 
such deliveries. As a result of problems be
tween Afghanistan and Pakistan, an easier 
transit situation, and the offer of attractive 
rates, Afghanistan's trade with the Sino
Soviet bloc has increased substantially. 

BRAZIL 

Trade with the bloc has been stimulated 
by substantial purchases of European satel
lite machines, equipment, and consumer 
goods. Imports from the U.S.S.R. have in
creased slightly and those from China neg
ligibly. European satellite purchases of cof
fee and other crude materials have increased 
greatly. Brazil has many complementary at
tributes to the European satellite economies 
and traditionally exchanged large quantities 
of goods with these geographical areas. Bloc 
aid shipments to Brazil have been negligible 

and there are no outstanding commitments 
for assistance. Brazil-bloc trade will be 
stimulated in the future by recent agree
ments that nominally call for trade by 1965 
of about $400 million. 

CONGO 

Belgium permitted no Communist bloc in
terference while it controlled the Congo, 
and most of the trade during that period 
was in fact with Belgium. Given the estab
lishment of an independent government in 
the Congo, the bloc has not made much 
effort, except during the chaotic days of 
Lumumba, to establish economic relations in 
the area. 

LAOS 

Trade with the Communist bloc has been 
negligible because of the existence of regimes 
not overly receptive to bloc trade offers. 
Moreover, the United States and Western 
European countries have largely preempted 
whatever trade might have been carried on 
with developed countries. Some border 
trade with North Vietnam and Communist 
China probably has occurred, but it is im
possible to estimate the volume of such ex
changes. 

REPUBLIC OF KOREA 

South Korean trade has been largely pre
empted by Western (including Japanese) 
tradesmen. The anti-Communist stand of 
the past South Korean regimes has been a 
stolid obstacle against exchanges with Com
munist bloc countries. Some illegal or un
noticed border trade with North Korea prob
ably has occurred. 

SPAIN 

Trade with the Communist bloc has in
creased primarily because of bloc purchases 
of such Spanish products as cork and has 
taken place under a number of bilateral 
agreements with Communist bloc countries. 
However, Spain's trade with the bloc is very 
small compared with its total world trade. 
No bloc aid has been given to spain. The 
major portion of the bloc Spanish trade is 
with the European satellites. Spain has been 
seeking new markets in recent years and has 
become somewhat less fearful of the bloc 
as a trading partner. 

YUGOSLAVIA 

Trade with the Sino-Soviet bloc has been 
increasing because of the natural proximity 
of certain satellite countries. Much of the 
Yugoslav trade with the bloc is with Danube 
riparian countries. Bloc aid to Yugoslavia 
has been nonexistent for the past 3 years. 
Tito's concept of neutralism requires him to 
maintain a "balance" in economic relations 
between the bloc and the West. Despite the 
rebuffs of 1957, Tito is confident of his abil
ity to retain a solid unalined position while 
carrying on large trade exchanges with bloc 
countries. 

Question 3(b). Has U.S. trade (with these 
countries) increased or decreased? 

Answer: 
AFGHANISTAN 

U.S. trade with Afghanistan has remained 
fairly constant, except for minor annual 
fiuctuations caused by market conditions. 
Afghanistan's trade with the United States 

[In millions of U.S. dollars] 
Exports to the United States: 

1958----------------- - ---- -------- 14. 0 
1959----------------- - ------- - ---- 16.4 1960 _____ ____ _____ _ _____ __________ 19.8 

Imports from the United States: 
1958- ---- -- -- - -----·- - ------ - ------ 10.4 
1959_______________ ______ _________ 6.9 
1960_______ _______________________ 9.2 

BRAZIL 

u.s. trade with Brazil has decreased for 
a number of reasons. The problem of bal
ance of payments has caused Brazil to reduce 

many imports from the United States and 
seek alternative sources. This is due partly 
to the fact that nearly one-third of Brazil's 
exports are mortgaged against debt repay
ments, largely in dollars and other con
vertible currencies. On the other hand, the 
United States is a static market for Brazil's 
exports, while the prices of these exports 
have been declining, thus reducing their 
dollar earnings and ability to purcha,se from 
the United States. 

Brazil' s trade with the United States 
[In millions of U.S. dollars] 

Exports to the United States : 1958 __ _____________ ______ _______ ___ 566. 9 
1959 __________ __ ___ , _______________ 628.5 
1960 _______ ____________________ ___ 570.2 

Imports from the United States: 
1958 ___ ____ __ ___ ___ - - ------------- 534. 1 
1959 ___ ____ ___ ___ _________________ 412 . 5 
1960 __________ _____ _______________ 426.2 

CONGO 

Because of the chaotic conditions in the 
Congo during the past year, all oversea trade 
with that country has decreased. 

LAOS 

U.S. trade with Laos appears to have re
mained relatively constant although the high 
incidents of smuggling makes available 
figures unreliable. 

REPUBLIC OF KOREA 

Exports to the United States have in
creased while imports (more than 90 percent 
financed by U.S. aid) have declined some
what with reductions in our aid to the Re
public of Korea. 

SPAIN 

Spanish world trade as a whole has in
creased in the last 2 years as Spain has 
sought additional markets for her products. 
Spain"s trade with the United States has in
creased during the last 2 years as a result 
of the liberalization of its import regulations. 

Spain' s trade with the United States 
(In millions of U.S. dollars] 

Exports to the United States: 
1958------- -- - - - ------------------ 48.8 1959 ______________ ________________ 61 . 3 
1960 ______________________________ 72.4 

Imports from the United States: 1958 ___ _____________________ ______ 188. 3 

1959-------------------------- ---- 186.2 1960 _____ ______ ___________________ 140. 6 

YUGOSLAVIA 

The fiuctuation in the level of U.S. exports 
to Yugoslavia refiects the varying level of 
our assistance to that country. 

Question 4. How many Americans are of
ficially stationed in each of these countries? 
Please include all members of Embassy, ICA, 
USIS, and other diplomatic or aid groups, as 
well as military forces. How many depend-
ents are residing there? · 

Answer: The following tables comprise De
partment of State, ICA, and USIS employ
ees and their dependents. Figures on mili
tary personnel are within the jurisdiction of 
the Department of Defense. 

U.S. citizen employees of the Department 
of State and their dependents Mar. 31, 
1960 

Country 

Afghanistan ______ ___ __ ___ _ _ 

BraziL __ -- -- -- _--- ---- --- - -
Congo ____ _ - --- __ --- - --- - ---
Korea, Republic of. ___ __ __ _ 
L aos _____ --- - - --- - --- - --- ---
Spain ___ -- -- -- -- - - -- -------
Yugoslavia. --------- -------

Em- D epend- Total 
ployees ents 

37 
114 

16 
63 
49 
91 
56 

43 
188 
32 
71 
24 

145 
72 

80 
302 
48 

134 
73 

236 
128 
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U.S. citizen employees and contract em

ployees of the International Cooperation 
Administration . and the dependents of 
each group, Mar. 31, 1960 

l'li2 
rn 

~ 
rn 

~"'~ g Q)Q) OlCII 
~~ Ol't:l ...,p, ...,'0 

Country P>d c:>o ~g ·sa %~ 
,_ 
.ho. .ho. ~ ~~ s::S l'l"' 8'0 oo> o't:l 0 p ~ 0 0 8 

--------
Afghanistan ___ ___ _____ 87 109 130 178 504 
BraziL _______________ 109 223 36 80 448 
Congo _________________ 0 0 0 0 0 
Korea, Republic oL __ 324. 429 248 276 1, 277 
Laos_----------------- 145 108 21 10 284 
Spain_---------------- 31 56 9 16 112 
Yugoslavia ____________ 31 35 6 2 74 

U.S. citizen employees and binational cen
ter grantees of the U.S. Information 
Agency and their dependents, Mar. 31, 
1960 

~ ~ 
gs -gs g g 
Q) rn Ol't:l "'rn't:l 

Country p, Q) P>Q "'l'l 
0 Q) OQl $~ -a ~ P.~ a"' 3 s t5 8'0 s..'t:l 0 
~ ~ 0 8 --------

.Afghanistan ___ -------- 7 1 12 2 22 
BraziL---------------- 28 18 62 46 154 
Congo _____ --_---_--- -- 0 0 0 0 0 
Korea, Republic oL __ 24 0 30 0 54 
Spain_---------------- 15 1 41 5 62 
Yugoslavia ___ -- ____ --_ 18 0 28 0 46 
Laos.------ ----------- 16 0 18 0 34 

Question 5. How many Americans at For
eign Service posts read, write, and speak the 
language of the country? 

Answer: 

Afghanistan ___ ----------------
BraziL_------ __ ------ ________ _ Congo _______________ _: ________ _ 

Laos_-------------------------
Korea ___________ ------------- -
Spain_------------------------Yugoslavia ___________________ _ 

Total 
officers 

assigned 
May 31, 

19611 

131 
217 
24 

154 
280 
80 
66 

Number of 
officers with 

speaking 
proficiency 
in primary 
or second
ary foreign 
language 

11 
109 

20 
60 
10 
62 
38 

1 Total officers assigned includes State Department's 
Foreign Service officers, USIA and ICA officers in the 
Foreign Service Reserve Corps, classes 1 through 8, and 
Foreign Service Staff Corps, classes 1 through 10. 

Question 6: How many of these personnel 
(Americans officially stationed in the coun
try concerned) are attending school while 
living in these countries, and for how many 
hours a week? What are they studying? 

Answer: The following tabulation shows 
the number of personnel participating in 
language instruction programs at the rate of 
at least 5 hours a week during the quarter 
ending March 31, 1961, in the countries indi
cated: 

Country and 
language 

.Afghanistan: 1 Persian 1 _____________ 

French_-------------
Brazil: Portuguese _____ 
Congo: French __ ------
Korea, Republic of: 

Korean_-------------
Spain: Spanish_-------
Yugoslavia: 

&rbo-Croat __________ 
German _____________ 
French_-------------

Number of students 

Employees 
Wives 

Group Indi- of em- Total 
instruc- vidual ployees 

tion instruc-
tion 

-----------
42 6 11 59 
4 0 1 5 

108 23 22 153 
21 1 8 30 

30 11 7 48 
23 14 9 46 

26 8 11 45 
3 1 0 4 

14 0 1 15 

1 Persian is the most commonly spoken language in 
government, in the capital city of Kabul, and in most of 
the larger cities and towns. 

Among the personnel included in the above 
totals the following numbers of employees 
were scheduled for at least 10 hours of in
struction per week during some part of the 
quarter: 

Cmmtry and 
language 

Number of students 

Employees 

W.i\7eS 
Group Indi- of em- Total 
instruc- vidual ployces 

tion instruc-
tion 

----------1--- ---------
Brazil: Portuguese ____ _ 
Korea: Korean_-------

29 
15 

10 9 
1 

48 
16 

Language instruction in Laos has been 
interrupted during the recent period of crisis. 
Records for the period immediately preced
ing the battle of Vientiane in December 
1960 were destroyed. The following is the 
record of participation during the quarter 
ending September 30, 1960: 

Country and 
language 

Number of students 

Employees 

Wives 
Group Indi- of em- Total 
instruc- vidual ployees 

tion instruc-
tion 

-------------------
Laos: 

French_----------
Mandarin (Chinese) _______ _ 
Lao _______________ _ 

37 

0 
10 

0 
0 

1 
2 

44 

1 
12 

Question 7. How many foreign nationals 
are employed by the United States in each 
of these countries? Please give me a break
down of their positions. 

Answer: 
Foreign nationals employed abroad by the 

Department of State, USIA, and ICA 1 

May 31, 1961 

~~! 'b~~~ rcta~aid 
Country State USIA Govern- foreign Total 

ment trust 
funds funds 

-----·1------------
Afghanistan ___ 32 15 324 ---------- 371 
BraziL _______ 145 132 189 ---------- 466 Congo _________ 31 8 ---------- ---------- 39 
Korea, Re-

public of ____ 112 162 180 879 1,333 
Laos._-------- 34 72 316 203 625 
Spain_-------- 166 96 33 295 
Yugoslavia ____ 91 93 47 231 

1 A breakdown on the positions held by these em
ployees is to follow. 

Question 8: How much does it cost to sup
port one American in each of these coun
tries? This should include all the funds 
required to maintain him, including: trans
portation to and from the oversea pos·t, the 
cost of maintaining the PX and commissary, 
the cost of transporting the supplies to the 
commissary and PX from America, pay, hard
ship allowances, housing allowances, local 
transportation, entertainment, rest camps, 
medical facilities, etc. 
. Answer: It cost an average of $17,300 to 
maintain and give program support to each 
American State Department employee over
seas in fiscal year 1960 regardless of the 
number of his dependents. This figure con
tains all costs including salary, differentials, 
allowances, retirement contributions, official 
travel and transportation to and from the 
country and official travel within the country, 
rent, ut111ties, communications, printing, 
equipment, building repair, maintenance, 
training, medical costs, hospitalization, rep
resentation expenses, and all other costs in
cluding transportation of remains. 

The figure does not include overhead costs 
incurred here in the Department such as the 
salaries of the staffs in Washington, nor does 
it contain a factored charge for the amorti
zation of capital costs of owned buildings 
abroad. 

An average figure for all countries and 
posts abroad is used because of variation in 
costs between posts and countries. Local 
price levels and wage scales vary from coun
try to country. There is a variation in grade 
and salary rate among officers in different 
countries and the size of staffs varies with 
the impact of events. Furthermore the size 
of families varies, changing costs in housing 
and educational allowances between coun
tries. 

The State Department does not have post 
exchanges (PX's) and the commissaries are 
cooperative organizations operated at no cost 
to the Government. The State Department 
does not furnish motion pictures for its em
ployees nor recreation camp expenses. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, the 
trade between Afghanistan and the So
viet bloc has increased because of new 
roads into that country from the north
west and as a result of a large Soviet 
aid program. 

The trade between Brazil and the bloc 
has increased as a result of substantial 
earnings of foreign exchange on Brazil's 
part by selling to Eastern European 
countries, rather than Russia. This in
crease in trade is a perfect example of 
the need such countries have for foreign 
exchange before they can buy the ma
chinery and consumer goods they so des
perately want to have. 

The trade between Spain and the bloc 
has increased as a result of credits ex
tended to Spain by Eastern European 
countries purchasing cork and other 
Spanish products, although the volume 
of such trade is still small, compared to 
Spain's total trade. 

The trade between Yugoslavia and the 
bloc reflects the traditional interchange 
of goods in Eastern Europe. The Com
munist bloc has not granted aid to Yugo
slavia for 3 years. 

Our own capacity to counteract the ef
fects of Soviet trade must be increased 
in light of this increasing effort on the 
part of the Soviets. But the fact is that 
our exports to Afghanistan, Brazil, Spain, 
and Yugoslavia have fallen during the 
same 3-year period. Afghanistan im
ported $9.2 million worth of goods from 
the United States in 1960, 11% percent 
less than in 1958. Brazil imported $426.2 
million worth of goods from the United 
States in 1960, 20 percent less than in 
1958. Spain imported $140.6 million 
worth of goods from the United States 
in 1960, 25% percent less than in 1958. 

As I have pointed out, the ability of 
such countries to import from us is di
rectly related to the amounts we permit 
them to earn through exports to this 
country, and the soundness of their own 
economic structures. We encourage the 
latter through this bill. As we pass it, 
we pledge ourselves to increasing the 
ability of other nations to sell in this 
country. 

Our record in meeting the Soviet trade 
offensive has been deplorable. 

COMMUNIST. TRADE UNDERMINES 

UNDERDEVELOPED NATIONS 

We can be sure that no country need 
export valuable commodities to Commu
nist bloc countries for less than their 
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fair value. If the Communists seek to 
obtain these goods, we can see to it that 
they pay a fair price for them, so that 
the underdeveloped nations are strength
ened as a result. At the moment, it is 
too often true that the Soviets are able 
to pick up desirable raw materials for 
less than their true worth, because they 
can pressure other nations into selling 
cheap. It may be said that inexperi
enced traders do not write enough safe
guards into their trade agreements with 
Communist bloc countries. It often 
seems to leaders of such countries that 
they strike a blow for peace by signing 
a trade agreement. They strike a blow 
against peace and against the future of 
their own people if they do not secure 
advantageous conditions. Underdevel
oped nations, so-called, had 75 trade or 
payments agreements with Communist 
bloc nations in 1954. In 1960 they had 
206 such agreements. These nations 
have a right to profitable conditions in 
their trade with the Communist bloc. 
We must insure, by wise trading and 
economic know-how, that such trade 
works, if not in our favor, at least in 
favor of the nations we seek to aid. 

We cannot put ourselves in the posi
tion of buying all of the surplus rubber, 
cocoa, coffee, and other products which 
the underdeveloped nations desire to 
sell. But we can direct our own efforts 
to insure the maintenance of a stable 
international market for such products. 
It is to our own profit to do so. If, by 
so doing, we can deprive the Communist 
bloc of the political aQ.vantages of their 
trade . with underdeveloped nations, we 
shall strike a blow for the objective set 
forth in the bill's preamble. The ex
perience of trading partners with Com
munist bloc trade has not been uniform
ly heartening. We can make plain that 
they often pay more than they should 
for the dubious privilege of allowing So
viet technicians to enter their countries 
to supervise trade. 

President Kennedy has challenged the 
Soviets to an era of competition in trade. 
We can and should increase our trade 
to the underdeveloped nations and offer 
terms which will beat the Soviets and 
force them to give up the political tolls 
they presently exact. 

AMERICAN OFFICIALS IN ABILITY TO SPEAK 

NATIVE LANGUAGE 

If we are to win the cold war, if we 
are to have expanded trade with the un
derdeveloped nations and enlist them as 
members of a stable international eco
nomic order, we must improve our abil
ity to communicate with the people of 
these lands. One area of serious weak
ness also disclosed by the State Depart
ment's letter to me continues to be the 
lack of language qualifications among 
our oversea personnel. 

It has been too often argued that dip
lomats do not need to speak the lan
guage of the country to which they are 
assigned, as French and English serve 
as standard diplomatic languages. It 
has also been argued that aid techni
cians do not depend for their success 
upon a knowledge of the language. 
What .is overlooked is the fact that dip
lomats who do not speak the languages 

spoken in the country meet an unrep
resentative section of the population of 
these lands. Technicians who do not 
speak the language have little impact 
upon the country in which they serve 
and learn too little about the problems 
of the people themselves. Accordingly, 
I requested the Department of State to 
furnish me with a study of the lan
guage skills of our representatives 
abroad. I ask unanimous consent that 
a report entitled "Language Capabilities 
and Training of U.S. Nonmilitary Per
sonn.el at Foreign Service Posts," be 
printed in the RECORD at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection to the request of the Senator 
from Wisconsin? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I am 

discouraged to read that the Department 
of State is apparently satisfied if per
sonnel speak French or English as a 
lingua franca as a substitute for local 
dialects. In India 845 languages and 
dialects are spoken, but this is no ex
cuse for learning English alone. Two 
hundred million people speak Hindu
stani, which in the written form called 
Hindi is the official language of India. 
Seventy-nine million people speak Ben
gali. I should like to think that we had 
at least one person in India who could 
speak the Gujarati tongue spoken by 20 
million people, the Kannada tongue 
spoken by 19 million, the Marathi tongue 
spoken by 32 million, the Malayalam 
tongue spoken by 15 million, the Oriya 
tongue spoken by 14 million, the Ra
jasthani tongue spoken by 17 million, the 
Punjabi tongue spoken by 24 million, and 
the Telugu tongue spoken by 39 million. 
All of these are official languages under 
the Constitution of India. This is an 
extreme case. There are countries whose 
languages might be considered difficult, 
such as demotic modern Greek, Hausa 
in West Africa, or Arabic, which are 
spoken by substantial percentages of the 
people. Where this is the case, regard
less of the prevailing diplomatic lan
guage, we must have skilled linguists 
among our representatives. It is encour
aging to know that 283 employees of 
USIA, CIA, and the Department of State 
show up before office hours at the For
eign Service Institute to study languages. 
I think the 177 students presently en
rolled for more than 6 months in the 
study of so-called hard or esoteric lan
guages deserve commendation and sup
port. They also ought to have more com
pany. · At the moment the number of 
languages in the world well outnumbers 
the 679 officers trained to speak non
Romance languages. That number must 
be increased if we are to have broad and 
effective representation. If official con
tacts are to be turned into fruitful ex
changes of opinion, and if trade oppor
tunities are to be taken advantage of, 
we can no longer content ourselves with 
contacts in official languages. Of 2,540 
Foreign Service officers given checkups 
in language by the Foreign Service In
stitute since August 1958, only 60 per
cent met the minimum proficiency re
quirements in orie language. 

There are 145 langua~.es each spoken 
by more than 1 million people. In my 
belief, it is not asking too much of the 
Department of State and of our aid pro
grams to have representatives proficient 
in each of these languages attached to 
the aid mission and embassy or con
sulate in each area. 
SHOCKING LANGUAGE RECORD IN KEY COUNTRIES 

In Laos, where French is the second 
language, 10 employees are presently re
ceiving instruction in Lao out of a 
total of 154 officers assigned,-includes 
State Department's Foreign Service of
ficers, USIA and ICA officers in the For
eign Service Reserve Corps, classes 1 
through · 8, and Foreign Service Staff 
Corps, classes 1 through 10. Of that 154, 
only 60 could speak either French or 
Lao and I do not wonder that the . 
State Department was reluctant to give · 
figures in each case. 

In South Korea, where no romance 
language is spoken as a second tongue, 
only 10 out of 280 such officers had min
imum proficiency in Korean; and 41 
more as well as 7 wives were studying 
the language. 

In Afghanistan, only 11 out of 131 
had attained minimum proficiency in 
either Persian or French, and I · am not 
informed as to the percentage of that 
11 who spoke Persian; 48 officers and 
11 wives were studying Persian on 
March 31, 1961. This would bring the 
total, along with 4 studying French, who 
had minimum proficiency in 1 of the 2 
languages to 63 out of 131. This is not 
enough. Furthermore, 11 million people 
in the world speak Pushtu, and most are 
in Afghanistan, which has a population 
of only 12 million. I would like to think 
that someone in Afghanistan could speak 
this dominant tongue, but I see no evi: 
dence of the fact. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
letter I wrote to the Secretary of State; 
the reply which I received from Assist
ant Secretary of State Brooks Hays; an 
additional reply which I received subse
quently; a table supplied to me by the 
Department of State indicating the 
amounts spent in each country of the 
world by our Government in interna
tional educational exchange activities; 
and the full series of tables labeled "U.S. 
Foreign Assistance and Assistance From 
International Organizations," be printed 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letters 
and tables were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: · 

Hon. DEAN RUSK, 

Secretary of State, 
Washington, D.C. 

JULY 11, 1961. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I WOUld very much 
like to have your replies to a series of ques
tions pertaining to American oversea aid 
programs, with reference to the following 
countries: Afghanistan, Brazil, Congo~ Laos, 
Republic of Korea, Spain, and Yugoslavia. 
The replies should deal with each country 
separately, as fully as possible. 

The list of questions follows: 
1. Has there been Communist activity in 

these countries in the last ·2 years? To what 
extent? 

2. Has Communist influence--increased in 
these countries during the l~t year? If 
so, why? 
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3. Has Communist-trade with these coun

tries increased in the last 3 years? If so, 
why? Has U.S. trade there in·creased or de
creased? 

4. How many Americans are officially sta
tioned in each of these countries? P}ease 
include an · members ·of Embassy, ICA, USIS, 
and other diplomatic or aid groups, as well 
as military forces. How many dependents 
are residing there? 

5. How many of these people read, write, 
and speak the language of the country? 

6. ~ow many of these personnel are at
tending school while liv!Jlg_ in these coun
tries, and for how many hours a week? 
What are they studying? 

7. How many foreign nationals are em
ployed by the United States in each of these 
countries? Please give me a breakdown of 
their positions. 

8. How much does it cost to support one 
American in each of these countries? This 
should include all the funds required to 
maintain him, including: transportation to 
and from the oversea port, th~ cost of main
taining the PX and commissary, the cost 
of transporting the supplies to- the commis
sary and PX from America, pay, hardship al
lowances, housing allowances, local transpor
tation, entertainment, rest camps, medical 
facilities, etc. 

9. What is the total amount of money 
spent in each foreign nation per year by the 
United States? This should include, foreign 
aid, military aid, grants, education, and cost 
of maintaining our people. I would appreci
ate having a detailed breakdown for each 
category. 

I recognize th!l-t preparation of detailed 
answers to these questions will take some 
time, but I would be most grateful if I could 
have your :reply as soon as possible. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM PROXMIRE, 

U.S. Senator. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, D.C. July 31, 1961. 

Hon. WILLIAM PROXMIRE, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR PROXMIRE: In your letter Of 
July 11, 1961, to the Secretary requesting in
formation in regard to nine different aspects 
of American oversea programs in seven coun
tries, you indicated your belief that prepa .. 
ration of detailed answers to these questions 
would take some time. It is, in fact, doubt
ful whether even exhaustive research and 
painstaking compilation of data and stand
ardization of criteria would produce useful 
definitive results because of the broad nature 
of the questions <;hemselves. In view of the 
urgent need for replies which your office has 
made known to us, however, we have pre
pared the materials enclosed with this letter. 
A detailed reply to question nine, excluding 
military data which is within the jurisdic
tion of the Department of Defense, wlll fol
low as soon as ready. 

The enclosed materials are in the form of 
narrative and tabulated replies to your ques
tions one through eight. As suppiements 
to the tables answering questions five and 
six, I enclose a statement on language skills 
and training which should help to put these 
matters in perspective, as well as a complete 
tabulation _of the numbers of personnel tak
ing language training sponsored by the De
partment of State at foreign posts during 
the quarter ending March 31, 1961. This 
tabulation breaks down the total enrollment 
by agency, by language, and by post. As an 
additional annex in partial reply to your 
question nine, I enclose the publication of 
the International Cooperation Administra
tion entitled "U.S. Foreign Assistance and 
Assistance from International Organiza
tions-July- 1, ' 1945 through June 30, -1960." 

Sincerely yours; 
BROOKS HAYS, 

Assistant Secretary. 

. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, D .C., August 14,1961. 

Hon. WILLIAM PROXMIRE, 
u.s: Senate. · 

DEAR SENATOR PROXMIRE: In accordance 
with our letter of July 31, 1961, and sub
sequent correspondence and telephone con
versations with members of your staff, I am 
pleased to be able to provide you with sup
plementary information which completes 
the reply to the ninth question in your letter 
of July 11. 

The enclosed publication "U.S. Foreign 
Assistance" brings up to June 30, 1961, the 
data in the similarly entitled publication we 
sent with our earlier reply. This has just 
been received from the printers and provides 
the most recent information available. 

The tabulation, by country, of the Depart
ment of State's international educational 
exchange activities also represents the most 
current figures. This completes the cate
gories of information requested in your 
ninth question. We hope the figures are 
subdivided in a fashion to satisfy your needs. 

Sincerely yours, 
BROOKS HAYS, 

Assistant Secretary. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE-INTERNATIONAL 
EDUCATIONAL EXCHANGE ACTIVITIES 

Total program funds, fiscal years 1959-61 1 

Area and country Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal 
year 1959 year 1960 year 19611 

---------1----------
American Republics: 

Argentina_- ----------
Bolivia ___________ ----
BraziL ______________ _ 

Chile ____ -------- -- ---Colombia ____________ _ 
Costa Rica _________ _ _ 
Cuba _____ ______ ------
Dominican Republic_ 
Ecuador---------- -- -
El Salvador __ -------
Guatemala_"---- -- --
Hait.L - -------- --- ---
Honduras __ ----------
Mexico ___ ------------
Nicaragua __________ --
Panama _____________ _ 

Paraguay-------------
Peru_--------------- -
Uruguay __ -----------
Venezuela ___________ _ 
Regional ____________ _ 

$706,132 
290,504 
978,736 
553,730 
472,768 
103,687 
127,250 
23,596 

314,845 
107,327 
274,808 
86,522 
90,168 

-842, 518 
103,034 
120,141 
117,917 

. 526, 476 
231,581 
334,437 
260,011 

$377,729 
232,879 
729,549 
391,700 
306,816 
128,203 
187,976 
21,681 

365,622 
82,233 

285,154 
60,061 
98,202 

334,064 
78,295 

123,092 
129,525 
390,287 
225,500 
311,713 
169,494 

$532,711 
299,992 

1, 206,804 
437,561 

1, 785,110 
149,403 
53,378 
50,064 

324, 550 
95,818 

287,999 
70,841 

114,517 
311,578 
77,252 

144,697 
162,229 
525,413 
472,135 
351,565 
344,103 

TotaL _____________ 6, 666,188 5, 029,775 7, 797,720 
====== 

Western Europe: 
Austria_______________ 379,855 816,728 390,933 
Belgium-Luxem-

bourg____________ ___ 232,773 236,840 193,760 
British Guiana_______ 21,610 14,577 16,291 
British Honduras _____ ---------- 495 - - --- ---- -
Canada _______________ ---------- 15, 149 15, 527 
Denmark_____________ 285, 505 291,447 280,239 
Finland_------------- 497,931 613,809 1, 158,331 
France ___ ------------ 2, 052, 897 1, 589, 114 1, 850, 735 
Germany _____________ 1, 356,692 1, 408,766 1, 572, 513 
Iceland_______________ 106,230 178,849 156,940 
Ireland_______________ 175,812 174, 868 131, 155 
Italy _________________ 1, 839,591 1, 430,094 1, 431,575 
Jamaica______________ 8, 654 11,770 9,153 
Malta __ ~------------- 15,318 14,279 3, 447 
Martinique_______ ____ 11,466 6, 121 10,339 
Netherlands__________ 347,988 359,281 361, 082 
Norway-------------- 266,960 279,204 319,031 
PortugaL------------ 43,238 120,979 174,372 
Spain_--------------- 203,066 294, 181 554,836 
Sweden______ ________ 68,852 154,882 158,479 
Switzerland__________ 20,899 20,434 13,236 
Trinidad_____________ 35,403 17, 197 30,939 
United Kingdom_____ 1, 015,795 I, 088,031 936, 564 
RegionaL------------ 45, 587 38,790 223, 198 -----------

TotaL_______ ____ 9, 032, 122 9, 175,885 9, 992,675 

Eastern Europe: 
Bulgaria ______________ ---------- ---------- 10,425 
Czechoslavakia __ _____ ---------- ------ - --- 9, 087 
Poland_______________ 41,242 68,820 176,543 
Rumania _____________ ---------- ---------- 20,541 
U.S.S.R______________ 81,574 171,615 216,657 
Yugoslavia___________ 72,258 136,537 287,959 
RegionaL ___ _________ 29,608 - --------- ----------

Total_______ ____ ____ 224,682 376,792 721,212 
-==-==-==-

Footnotes at end of. table. 

Total ptogram funds, fiS<Cal years 195!!-61 1-

Continued 

Area and country 

Far East: Australia ___________ _ _ 

Burma_- - ----- ~----- -Cambodia ________ ___ _ 
China ___________ ____ _ 
Hong Kong _________ _ 
Indonesia ___ __ : _____ _ 
Japan __ ------------- 
Korea_------------- --Laos ________ -- _______ _ 
Malaya ______________ _ 
New Zealand ________ _ 
Pbilippine~----------
Singapore_ -------- --
Thailand_- -----------Vietnam __ ___________ _ 
Far East-U.N. trust 

Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal 
year 1959 year 1960 year 19611 

$468,723 
471,494 
257,322 
379,357 
55,277 

445,945 
1, 394,735 

267,428 
107,817 
194,722 
165,051 
462,110 
67, 145 

427, 146 
156,472 

$474, 083 $472, 801 
402, 799 995, 887 
313, 274 289, 047 
302, 372 458, 295 
29,482 40,343 

410, 992 855, 052 
861,897 21,962,764 
226,610 396,656 
117,886 137, 581 
215,408 288,059 
173, 198 177, 410 

1, 012,075 526, 908 
77, 140 83.902 

430, 1 (1 445, 058 
156, 508 283,086 

territories ___________ ---------- ---------- 14,616 
309,839 RegionaL- ----------- 221,488 158, 568 

Total _____________ 5, 542,232 5, 362,463 38,427,804 

Ncar East and South 
Asia: 

Aden __ ---------- - ----Afghanistan _________ _ 
Ceylon_--------------
Cyprus _____ ----------
Greece __ _ ------------
India ____ -------- ____ _ 
Iran ______ ------ _____ _ 
Iraq ____________ -- ---_ 
IsraeL _______ ___ -----
Jordan ____ ------------
lebanon ___ ----------
NepaL_--------------
Pakistan ___ ----------
Saudi Arabia ________ _ 
Sudan ______ ---------_ 
Turkey _____ ----------
United Arab Repub-

15,385 15,462 30,986 
55,104 76,842 217,307 

136,621 222,042 297,680 
23, 476 54, 742 98, 371 

470,289 1, 127,620 618,524 
I, 201, 925 1, 245, 467 3, 103, 852 

534, 574 551, 3.'30 480, 784 
12, 772 67, 918 83, 767 

136,162 123, 203 314, 822 
83,815 130,590 145,008 
79,033 139,515 143,887 
30, 434 54, 076 154, 521 

753, 970 765, 741 1, 576, 707 
4, 828 18, 002 27, 492 

116, 746 ---------- - ---------
296, 067 1, 192, 141 977, 739 

lic__________________ 177,953 1, 371,905 1, 615,060 
Yemen_-------------- ---------- 43,928 40,972 
RegionaL____________ 263,999 124,698 220,015 

TotaL ___________ 4, 393,153 7, 325,222 10,147,494 
===== ===== == 

Africa: 
Angola_____ __________ 4,701 4,504 5,170 
Basutoland___________ 4,661 ---------- ----------
Belgian Congo________ 17,515---------- --- -------
Cameroun____________ 6, 289 24,294 54,183 
Congo, Republic oL_ ---------- 43,•898 121,993 
Congo, Republic 

(Chad, Gabon, and 
Central African 
Republic)_------ - -- -------- __ ----------

Ethiopia_ _____ _______ 48,527 58,728 
Federation of 

Rhodesia and 
Nyasaland ___ ------

French Equatorial 
88,866 89,617 

25,510 
72, 1~3 

103,317 

Africa_-- - ---------- 13,711 ---------- ----------
French West Africa__ 25,538 ---------- ·----------
Ghana________________ 91,590 108, 139 159,735 
Guinea _____ _____ _____ ---------- 74,950 97,281 
Ivory Coast, Niger, 

and Upper Volta ___ ---------- - - --------
Kenya_ __ _______ ______ 70,472 114,581 
Liberia_________ _____ _ 25,722 30,357 
Libya_ --------------- 43,566 62,672 
Malgache _____________ ------ -- -- 11,070 
Mali Federation ______ ---------- 56,369 
Morocco__________ ___ _ 489,821 279,306 
Mozambique___ ___ ___ 4, 867 4, 838 
Nigeria____________ ___ 158,404 160,643 
Sierra Leone__________ 18,484 19,240 
Somali_______________ 14,104 39,315 
Sudan ________________ ---------- 96,203 
Tanganyika__________ 26,956 43,922 
Togo_---------------- 4, 475 31,057 
Tunisia_______________ 123,600 157,132 
Uganda ___ ----------- 36,693 79,292 
United Kingdom 

colonial areas ______ _ 
Union of South Africa_ 
U.N. trust territories_ 
Zanzibar------------
RegionaL __ ----------

264,395 
88,537 
39,188 
10,063 

108,524 

347,908 
134,450 
27,653 
8,023 

44,019 

64,361 
84,928 
58,852 

133,770 
22,126 

111, 791 
610,505 
35,983 

197, 153 
32,549 
59,096 

164,664 
71,037 
64,559 

160,794 
67,844 

340,702 
174,014 
19,609 
10,386 

326,726 

TotaL____________ 1, 829,269 2, 152,180 ~. 450,831 

1 Estimated. 
2 ICA $690,500. 
a Including ICA funds for Japan. 

U.S. FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AND ASSISTANCE 
FROM INTERNATIONAL 0RGANIZATIONs-0B"' 
LIGATIONS AND OTHER COMMITMENTS-JULY· 
1, 1945, THROUGH JUNE 30, 1961 

GENERAL NOTES 
These data show U.S. assistance from July 

1945 to June 1961 to countries participatip;g~ 
in the mutual security program. They in
clude all types of assistance and are, in 
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general, on an obligations or commitments 
basis. 

theticalitem not added into total assistance, 
represent the export market value of sales 
agreements signed during each year. Figures 
for "Planned for Grants and Loans." repre
sent those portions of the foreign currency 
proceeds of the sales which are planned as 
loans or grants to the recipient countries 
under section 104 of the act. 

Other non-M&P economic .programs-Pro
grams included here are listed in the foot
note to the table on page 1. Economic 

Mutual Security Program 
International Cooperation Administra

tion-Obligations for economic and techni
cal assistance made by ICA and its prede
cessor agencies, particularly the European 
recovery program. 

Development Loan Fund: Loans and guar
antees approved by the Board o! Directors 
of the DLF. 

Other MSP economic-mainly MSP-fi
nanced contributions to certain interna
tional agencies such as U.N. technical as
sistance, Palestine refugees (UNRWA), etc., 
administered by State Department. 

Other Economic Assistance 
Public Law 480: Agricultural Trade De

velopment and Assistance Act o! 1954. 
Title I -Sales for foreign currency: Fig

ures for sales agreements, shown as a paren-

Title II-Emergency assistance and eco
nomic development: Value at CCC cost o! 
commodities authorized to be transferred 
to help friendly foreign people to meet fam
ine or other extraordinary relief require
ments, and for economic development. 

Title III-Donations to voluntary relief 
agencies : Value at CCC cost of commodities 
authorized for transfer to voluntary relief 
agencies such as CARE, National Catholic 
Welfare Conference, etc., for distribution 
abroad to needy people. 

Export-Import Bank long-term loans
Authorizations for loans of 5 years or more 
made by the Export-Import Bank. 

Military 
Mutual Security Program 

Primarily grants of military equipment, 
supplies, and services purchased with appro
priated funds. Small amounts of sales in
itially credit-financed with MAP funds are 
included. Annual data represent net deliv
eries. The cumulative total under obliga
tions represents the total amount programed 
for the period 1950-61; the cumulative total 
under expenditures represents total deliv
eries through June 30, 1961 against this pro
gram. Transfers from excess stocks are 
shown in parenthesis. 

Other Military Assistance 
Included here are the military portion of 

"Greek-Turkish aid," "China naval ai¢," 
"Public Law 454 Philippines aid," and cer
tain other programs. 

MSP countries, summary by fiscal year and program-U.S. foreign assistance, ·obligations and commitments 1 

[Millions of dollars] 

U.S. fiscal years 

Total,2 

1946--48 1949 1950 1951 1952 1953- 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 19GO p~:~- 19
46--

61 

inary 
--------------1----1--- --------- ---------------1----------------
Economic, totaL _______________________ 13,951.2 8, 113. 8 5, 104.8 3, 662.3 2,469. 8 2,603. 7 2, 428.5 2, 727.4 2, 678.1 3, 325.7 2, 982.7 3, 637.3 3, 400. 5 4, 480.6 61,396.3 

--------------------------------------------
Grants_________________________ 6, 227.6 6, 483. 6 4, 471.3 3, 130. 8 2, 157.0 2, 150.4 2, 289.9 2, 050. 3 1, 905. 4 1, 959.9 1, 696.7 1, 711.9 · 1, 945.4 2, 290.4 40,275.3 
Loans __________________________ 7,723.6 1,630.2 633.5 531.5 312.8 453.3 138.6 G77.1 772.7 1,365.8 1,286.0 1,925.4 1,455.1 2.190.2 121,121.0 

Mutual security economic pro-============== 
gram, totaL--------------------- --------- 6, 283.0 3, 614.4 2, 626. 8 _ 1, 980. 6 1, 949. 3 2, 236. 8 1, 862. ~ 1, 549.9 1, 664.9 1, 641. 1 1, 931. 5 1, 886.4 2, 106.9 . 31,163, 9 

International Cooperation Ad- . 
ministration.. _________ • _______ --------- 6, 163. 3 3, 614.0 2, fill. 8 1, 888.1 1, 877. 5 2, 159.0 1, 749.0 1, 468.7 1, 534.0 1, 234.0 1, 255.0 1, 254.0 I, 279.4 27,922.3 

------------ - ·- ------ --------------- ------------
Technical cooperation ______ --------- 2. 5 13.0 16. 5 53.9 67. 5 135.1 118.7 133. 8 131.3 129.9 145. 0 156.5 154.9 1, 224.9 
Other---------------------- --------- 6,160. 8 3, 601.0 2, 595.3 1, 83-4.2 1, 810.0 2, 023.9 1, 630.3 1, 334.9 1, 402. 7 l, 104.0 1, 110.0 I, 097.5 1, 124. 5 26,697. 4 

========== ==== 
Development Loan Fund ______ --------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- --------- 267. 4 56!>. 4 522. 7 652.6 2, 012. 1 
OtberMSPeconomic __________ - -------- 119.7 .4 15.0 92.5 71.8 77.8 113.0 81.1 130.9 139.7 107.1 109.7 174.9 1,229.6 

================= 
Other economic assistance __________ 13,951.2 1,830. 8 1, 490.4 1, 035.5 489.2 654.4 191.7 Sli5. 4 1, 128.3 1, 660.8 1, 3-41.6 1, 705.8 1, 514-1 2,373. 7 3-0,232. 3 

Public Law 480: 
Title I : Planned for grants 

and loans _--------------- --------- -------- -------- - ------- -------- ----- - -- -------- 222.4 484.2 
104c, Grants for com-

mon defense _________ _ --------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- 3-4.0 

777.9 418.6 642.1 883.9 828. 6 4, 257. 4 

79.9 35.0 414.7 108.7 71.1 20.0 66.0 
104d, Grants from tri-

angular trans _________ --------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- 2.9 3.9 27. 0 5.4 39.2 
104e, Grants for eeo- . 

nomic development __ --------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -iS. 2 51.3 54.0 9. 8 81.0 292.8 254.4 788.6 
104e, Loans to private . 

industry _____________ --------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- 1.8 85.2 139.9 97.5 64.6 388.8 
104g, Loans to govern-

ments ________________ -------- -------- -------- -------- ------- -------- ------- -
(Total sales agreements) ________ - -------- -------- -------- -------- - ------- -------- --------

140. 3 349. 1 586. 4 24 7. 1 3-86. 2 473. 6 443. 6· 2, 626. 2 
(347. 0) (654. 7) (1, 016. 8) (730. 8) (892. 0) !(1,133.2) (1,126.3) (5, 900. 8) 

Title II: Emergency relieL _____ --------- ------- - -------- -------- -------- -------- --------
Title III: Voluntary relief 

agencies ______________________ --------- -------- -------- -------- 82. 5 4.2 
Export-Import Bank long-

term loans •------------------ 2, 03-3. 2 148. 4 330. 5 263. 0 111.6 389. 2 
Other U.S. economic pro-

69.4 

38.1 

102. 1 98. 0 98. 9 85. 4 'il. 2 62. 0 289. 7 787. 3 

194..9 294.4 267.1 287.2 233.7 165.9 2Zl.5 1,826.8 

336.9 212.2 447.8 534.6 765.9 311.8 946. 4 6, Sli9. 2 

grams 6----------------------- 11,918.0 l, 682. 4 1, 159.9 772. 5 295.1 261.0 84.2 9.1 39. 5 69.1 15. 8 12.9 90. 5 81. 5 16,491.5 
========= ==== 

Military, totaL·----------------------- 481. 2 3-01.3 7!>.0 980.4 1,481.2 4,272.0 3,379.7 2,479.0 2,963.8 2,127.7 2,398.0 2,153.7 1,839.8 1,631.5 29,13-0.3 ---------------.------;--------------------------
Grants_________________________ 481.2 301. 3 76.0 980.4 1, 481.2 4, 272.0 3, 379.7 2, 479.0 2, 956. 3 2, 120. 6 2, 359. 4 2, 094.0 1, 812. 5 1, 585. 3 28,918. 4 
Loans __________________________ --------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- 7. 5 7. 1 38.6 59. 7 27.3 46.. 2 211. 9 

====== == 
Mutual security milltary progress 

(chargedtoappropriation) _______________ _____ ____ 55.7 980.41,481.2 4,158.8 3,295.9 2,395.6 2,927.5 2,085.0 2,363. 6 2,109.8 1,724.3 1,588.9 27,731.7 
(From excess stocks)_.--------- --------- -------- (3-3.1) (289.1) (190. 7) (140. 0) (107. 2) (41. 9) (106. 1) (53. 2) (257. 3) (197. 4) (289. O) (180. O) (1, 937. 6) 

Other militmy assistance___________ 481. 2 301. 3 20.3 -------- -------- 113.2 83. S 83. 4 36. 3 42. 7 3-4. 4 43. 9 115. 5 • ~- 6 1, 398. 6 
------ = 

Total economic and military.---------- 14,432.4 8, 415. 1 5, 180.8 4, 642.7 3. 951.0 6, 875.7 5, 808.2 5, 206.4 5, 644. 3 5, 453.4 5, 380. 7 5, 82L 6 5, 276.7 6,112.1 90,526.5 
. ---------------------1--------[----------------

Mutualsecurityprogram ___________________ 6,283.0 3,670.1 3,607.2 3,461.8 6,108.1 5,532.7 4,257.6 4,477.3 3,749.9 4,004.7 4,041.3 3,610.7 3,695.8 58,895.6 
Other assJstance ___________________ 14, 432. 4 2, 132. 1 1, 510. 7 1, 035. 5 489. 2 767. 6 2'Z5. 5 948.8 1, 167. 0 1, 703.5 1, 376. o 1, 780. 3 1, 666.0 2, 416.3 3-1, 630. 9 

MUTUAL SECURITY PROGRAM EXPENDITURES 

MSP expenditures, totaL ______________ --------- 4,527. 8 3,515. 6 3,820.7 3, 762.9 6,048..1 4,809.1 4,524. 9 4,644. 4 3, 707.9 3,802. 8 3,637. 9 3,342. 7 3,394.8 53,542.5 
= ===t;====tt===it===t=== 

Economic, totaL __________________ _ --------- 4, 527. 8 3, 459. 9 2, 840.3 2, 281. 7 1, 889.3 1, 513. 2 .2.129. 3 l, 716. 9 1, 622. 9 1, 439.2 I, 528. 1 1, 618.4 I, 805.9 28,375. 4 
---------------------------------1--------------

International Cooperation .Ad-
ministration.. _________________ ---------4,434.4 3,443.8 2,821.8 2,198.5 1,809.2 1,444.5 2,032.2 1,643.8 1,533.1 1,320.9 1,3-3-3.5 1,307.8 1,344.4 26,670.4 

Development Loan Fund ______ - -------- - ------- -------- ---·---- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- --------- 1. 5 65.6 202.8 267.9 537.8 
Other MSP economic. _________ --------- 93.4 16.1 18.6 83.2 80.1 68.7 97.1 73.1 89.8 116.8 129.0 107.8 193.6 1, 167.2 

== == =====t===,t====r-===t====F:;===t=== 
Military·------------------------------------------- 55.7 980.4 1,48L2 4,158.8 3,295.9 [2,395.6 2,927.5 2,085.0 2,363.6 2,109.8 1, .724.3. ·1,588.9 t25,167.1 

1 Plus contributions to international organizations. 
2 See general notes for coverage and qualifications, particularly for ICA and for 

"MSP milttary programs. · 
a See footnote 3 to fiscal year 1961 table. 
'Revised for cancellations made in fiscal year 1961 against prior-year loans. 

• Includes contributions to international organizations, $1,483,900,000; civilian sup
plies, $4,917,100,000; British loan, $3,750,000,000;UNRR.A, postUNRRA and interim 
aid, $2,669,400,000; smplus property credits, $1,429,700,000; Philippines rehabilita-
ti~n:El;!~mw~: §:J'~~~~~!!'£e~~9~rea, $420,200,000; and other, $1,186,600,000. 



1961 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 15963 
U.S. foreign assistance to MSP countries by region and country, cumulative, fiscal year 194-6 through fJ,scal year 1961-Preliminary 

[Millions of dollars] 

Region and country 
Grand 
total 

Total 
mili
tary 

Total economic 

Total 
(Of 

which 
loans) 

Mutual security program 

Total 
MSP 
eco-

nomic 
ICA DLF 

Other 
MSP 
eco-

nomic 

Economic assistance 

Non mutual secw-ity program 

Public Law 480 

Title I Title II, 
emer- Title 

Total l----r------l gency III, vol-
Total 
sales 

agree
ments 

Planned for- relief unteer 
------and eco- relief 

nomic agencies 
Grants Loans devel-

opment 

Export- Other 
Import non-

Bank MSP 
long- pro-
term grams 

loans 1 

----------------1--- ----------------------------------------------
Total, all countries.-- -- ---- 90, 526. 6 29, 130.3 61, 396. 3 21, 121. 0 31, 163. 9 27, 922. 3 2, 012. 1 1, 229. 6 30, 232. 3 (5, 900. 8) 1, 234. 7 3, 022. 7 787. 3 1, 826. 8 6, 869. 2 16, 491. 5 

Europe ___________________________ 44, 124.4 15,485.9 28,638.5 10,507.8 15,230.2 15,010.4 137~ - 82.7 13,408.3 (1, 631. 6) 138. 5 640.8 166~ 743.9 2, 3S8.1 9, 320.3 
-------------------------------------------------

Austria_______________________ l, 170.9 -------- 1, 170.9 79.1 723.5 723.5 -------- -------- 447.4 (40. 9) -------- 26.3 24.6 27.3 41.1 328. 1 
Belgium-Luxembourg___ ___ __ 1, 949.5 1, 208.4 741. I 249.0 558. 7 558.7 -------- -------- 182.4 ---------- ----- --- -------- -------- . 2 150. o 32. 2 
Denmark_____________________ 856.9 556.6 300.3 54.3 279.3 279.3 -------- ---- ---- 21. o ---------- -------- ________ -------- -------- 20. o 1. o 
France_______________________ 9, 431.4 4, 242.7 5, 188.7 I, 903.9 3, 183.8 3, 183. 8 -------- -------- 2, 004. 9 (60. 4) -------- 14.0 -------- 11.9 1, 269.9 709. i 
Germany (Federal Republic). 4, 997. 1 949.5 4, 047.6 I, 243.8 1, 470.0 1, 470.0 -------- -------- 2, 577.6 (1. 2) -------- - ------- 3. 4 135.9 10.0 2, 428.3 
Berlin·----------------------- 131.0 -------- 131.0 -------- 118.1 114.4 -------- 3. 7 12.9 ---------- -------- ------ -- -------- -------- -------- 12.9 
Iceland________________ __ _____ 70.2 -------- 70.2 34.9 60.0 60.0 -------- -------- 10.2 (12.1) -------- 9. 6 -------- -------- . 2 • 4 
Ireland____ __ _____ ____________ 146.2 ________ 146.2 128.2 146.2 146.2 -------- -- ------ -------- ---------- -------- ________ -------- -------- -------- --------
Italy (including Trieste)...... 5, 641.9 2, 192.9 3, 449.0 626. 7 I, 645. I I, 645.1 -------- -------- 1, 803.9 (152. 9) ------- - 106.7 87.4 223.7 215.1 1, 171.0 
Netherlands___ ____ ____ _______ 2, 450.3 1, 221.7 1, 228.6 388.8 990. 2 987.2 3. 0 ------ - - 238.4 (. 3) -------- - - ------ -------- . 2 202.2 36.0 
Norway------------- --------- 1, 082.0 732.2 349.8 113. 4 274. 8 274.8 --- - ---- -------- 75.0 - --------- -------- ---- ---- ------- - (2) 50.0 25.0 
Poland__ _____ _____ ___________ 514. 5 - ------- 514.5 138.7 61.1 .1 -------- 61.0 453.4 (365. 3) -------- -------- -------- 11.7 40.0 401.7 
PortugaL____________________ 402.2 323.3 78.9 39. 5 -49. 8 49.8 -------- ---- - --- 29.1 (7.1) -- -- ---- 3. 4 -------- 25. 7 -------- _______ _ 
Spain ______ _________ __________ 1, 631.0 501.1 1, 129. 9 510.2 565.5 548.4 17.1 -------- 564.4 (506.1) 9. g 253.1 4. 2 139.7 157.5 _______ _ 
Sweden_______________________ 108.9 ________ 108.9 22.0 106.8 106.8 -------- -------- 2.1 ---------- -------- -------- -------- ----- --- -------- 2.1 
United Kingdom__ ___________ 8, 685. 6 1, 017. 4 7, 668. 2 4, 215.4 3, 828.9 3, 828.9 -------- -------- 3, 839.3 (48. 4) -------- -------- -------- . 3 2. 1 3, 836.9 
Yugoslavia ___________________ 2,280.3 693.9 1,586.4 521.8 576. 0 444.0 117.0 15. 0 1,010.4 (437. 0) 127.8 227.6 47.1 167.2 105.0 335.7 
RegionaL -------------------- 2, 574.3 1, 846. 1 728.2 238.0 592.4 589.4 -------- 3. 0 135.8 ---------- . 8 ----- --- -------- ---- - -- - 135.0 --------

Far East . _--------------------- .. 20,516. 7 7, 544. 5 12,972.2 1, 673.0 7, 031.1 6, 5IO. 4 274. I 246.6 5, 941.1 (675. 3) 275. 7 267.2 72. 3 300.5 608. 7 4, 416 7 
-------------------------------------------------

Burma__ ___ _____ ____ _________ 94.5 -------- 94. 5 59.3 49.8 49.8 ------- - -------- 44.7 {40. 7) 11. o 26.6 -------- 2.1..______ 5. o 
Cambodia_______________ ___ __ 298. 1 77.6 220.5 ··--- - -- 218.2 218.2 ---- ---- ----- --- 2. 3 ---------- -------- -------- 2. 3 (2) -- - ----- --------
China, Republic of.- --------- 4,161.1 2, 184.9 1, 976.2 316. 1 I, 337.0 1, 102. 7 114.6 119. 7 639.2 (62. 2) 33.9 12.8 2. 9 54.1 33.2 502.3 
Indochina, undistributed _____ 1,535.0 709.4 825.6-------- 825.6 825. 6----------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Indonesia ••. ----------------- 583.5 -------- 583.5 371. 7 206.5 194.9 11.6 -------- 377.0 (168. 0) 35.5 103 7________ 6. 7 163.4 67. 7 
Japan._----------------- ----- 3, 574.0 978. 5 2, 595.5 325. 7 22. 4 22. 4. _______ -------- 2, 573. 1 (146. 3) . 6 105.6 37. 0 25.0 206. I 2, 198. 8 
Korea .. ______________________ 5,029.6 1,777.8 3,251.8 53.3 2,065.5 1,91!!.6 25.3 121.6 1,186.3 (216.7) 179.9 3.1 28.4 115.5 ________ 859.4 
Laos__________________________ 374.4 106. 1 268.3 -------- 267.2 267.2 -------- --- ----- 1.1 ---------- -- -- ---- ----- --- . 8 . 3 -------- --------
Malaya_--------------------- 22.2 -------- 22.2 20.0 20.0 -------- 20. 0 --- ----- 2. 2 ---------- -------- -------- ----- --- 2. 2 -------- __ ___ __ _ 
Philippines ___________________ I, 675.7 390.2 1, 285.5 362.2 276.7 236. 5 40.2 -------- I, 008. 8 (13. 8) 3. 3 5. 8 -------- 32.9 189.5 777.3 
Thailand_____________________ 632.6 341.6 201.0 69. I 263. 9 241. 4 22.5 -------- 27. 1 (4. 6) -------- 3. 9 -------- . 5 16.5 6. 2 
Vietnam ••.•. ~--------------- 2, 118. 5 571.3 1, 547.2 95.6 I, 468.2 I, 428.3 39.9 -------- 79.0 (23. 0) 11.5 5. 7 . 7 61.1 -------- --------
RegionaL__ ___ ______ ____ _____ 417.2 407.1 10.1........ 10. 1 4.8-------- 5.3---------------------------------------------------------- _______ _ 

Near East and south Asia ..... . .. I5, 430.0 4, 816.5 10,613.5 4, 505.4 5, 832. 5 4, 386.6 1, 202. 6 243.3 4, 781.0 (2, 968. 1) 797.3 1, 645. 6 252.6 466. 4 724. 8 894.4 
================== 

Near East ••..•.......... . . . .. 9, 680.8 4, 169.9 5, 510.9 I, 770.4 3, 516.2 3, 097.9 417.7 . 4 1, 994.8 (810. 9) 119.5 472.7 118.4 263.1 425.4 595.7 
-------------------------------------------------

Greece ______ ---------_.- .. 3, 213.4 1, 474.0 1, 739.4 246.3 1, 020. 3 976. 9 43.0 . 4 719.1 (87. 8) 7. 4 54. 5 4.1 99.2 17.2 536.7 
Iran •• --------- _______ . __ _ 1, 195. 2 530. 1 665. 1 299.3 516.4 401. 5 114. 9 -------- 148.7 (34. 3) 5. 8 18. 5 15. 2 6. 8 75.1 27.3 

67. 0 46.1 20.9 . 9 17. 7 17. 7 -------- -------- 3. 2 ---------- •••••••• -------- -------- 2. 3 ------ -- . 9 
793. 3 1. 0 792. 3 447.4 374. 4 318.4 56.0 -------- 417.9 (193. 7) 13.3 153.3 -------- 53. 1 198. 1 . 1 

Iraq _______________ . _____ _ 
IsraeL ________ .----_---_--
Jordan. __ ---------------- 303.0 21.4 281.6 3. 7 230.5 226.8 3. 7 -------- 51.1 ---------- -------- -------- 37.5 12.3 --- -- - - - 1. 3 
Lebanon. ____ ------------ 89.9 8. 9 81.0 10. 7 58.5 52. 6 5. 9 -------- 22.5 ---------- -------- -------- 17.6 ------ -- 3. 2 1. 7 Saudi Arabia ____________ _ 46.6 (3) 46.6 19.1 27.4 27.4 -------- -------- 19.2 ---------- - ------- -------- -------- -------- 14.8 4. 4 

3, 491. 6 2, 088.4 1, 403.2 485. 6 1, 145. 7 974. 9 170.8 -------- 257. 5 (246. 9) 81.0 68.5 12.2 4. 5 79.1 12.2 
438.8 ________ 438. 8 257.5 92.9 69. 4 23.5 ________ 345.9 (248.2) 12.0 177.9 22.1 84.9 37.9 11.1 

Turkey------------- ____ --
United Arab Republic .... Yemen __________________ _ 

17.0 -------- 17.0 -------- 7. 3 7. 3 -------- -------- 9. 7 ---------- -------- -------- 9. 7 -------- -------- --------
CENTO _ ---------------- 25. 0 -------- 25.0 -------- 25.0 25. 0 -------- -------- -------- ---------- -------- -------- -------- -------- - ------ - --------

South.Asia ______ ______ _______ 4,804.1 2.9 4,801.3 2,735.1 2,043.5 1,258.6 784.9 ________ 2,757. 8 (2,157.2) 677.8 1,172.9 109.6 199.4 299.4 298.7 
-------------------------------------------------

182.9 2. 9 180.0 52.4 96.8 96.1 . 7 -------- 83. 2---------- ---- -- -- -------- 42. 7 . 9 39.5 .1 
74.9 ---- - --- 74.9 25.1 23. 5 17.I 6. 4 -------- 51.4 (26.1) 4. 4 16. 2 9. 3 21.5 -------- --------

Afghanistan. ____________ _ 
Ceylon _______ . __________ _ 
India. __________ ------ ___ _ 3,071.9 -------- 3, 071. 9 2, 115. 6 974. 7 428. 3 546.4 -------- 2, 097.2 4 {1, 699. 3) 508.5 962.9 5. 2 143.7 246. 2 230. 7 

43.5 -------- 43.5 1. 4 23.0 22. 6 . 4 -------- 20. 5 ---------- 15.8 1. 0 3. 7 ---- - --- -------- --------
1,430. 9 (3) 1, 430.9 510. 6 925. 5 694.5 231.0 -------- 505.4 (431. 8) 149. 1 192. 8 48.6 33.3 13. 7 67. 9 

NepaL-------------------Pakistan _______________ ._ 
Regional. __ -------- ------ 945.1 643. 8 301.3 -------- 273.1 5 30.2 -------- 242.9 28.2 ---------- -------- -------- 6 24.7 3. 5 -- ------ --------

Latin America____________________ 5, 362.9 476.0 4, 886.9 3, 796.7 814.6 562.6 227. 7 24.3 4, 072. 3 {610. 6) 14.0 464.6 39.2 148.4 3, 010.7 395.4 
-------------------------------------------------

537.9 14.7 523.2 520.5 33.4 2. 6 30.8 -------- 489.8 (62. 3) -------- 42.9 -------- -------- 446.8 .1 
221.8 1. 8 220.0 44. 2 156. 5 150. 5 5. 8 . 2 63. 5 (3. 3) ----- - -- 2. 5 17.4 6. 6 26. 4 10. 6 

1, 698. 5 179.9 1, 518.6 1, 431.2 45. 7 45. 5 . 2 - --- - --- 1, 472.9 (282. 9) 14.0 222.9 -------- 21.4 1, 169. 1 45. 5 
512.7 49.1 463.6 369.3 76. 5 47.0 19.0 10.5 387.1 (71.2) ------- - 56.6._______ 42.5 282.9 5.1 
319.3 30.0 289.3 247. 4 39.0 14.0 25.0 -------- 250.3 {69. 9) -------- 51.4 ------- - 26.1 170.2 2. 6 
80.1 .1 80.0 31.8 20.7 11.9 8. 8 -- - ----- 59. 3 ---------- ------ -- -------- . 2 . 8 21.0 37.3 
52.0 10.6 41.4 37.5 2. 8 2. 8 -------- -------- 38.6 ---------- -------- -------- ------- - . 6 37. 5 . 5 
8. 9 6.1 2. 8 -------- 2. 2 2. 2 -------- -------- . 6 ---------- -------- -------- -------- ------- - -------- . 6 

96.4 23.6 72. 8 49.2 33. 3 21.6 11.7 -------- 39.5 (12. 5) ------- - 9. 5 -------- 3.1 23.2 3. 7 
16.7 . 2 16.5 5. 3 9. 9 8. 3 1. 6 -------- 6. 6 ---------- -------- -------- -------- 1.1 3. 7 1. 8 

149.6 1. 9 147.7 33. 1 89.8 76.9 12. 9 -------- 57.9 ---------- -------- --- - ---- 3. 2 1. 9 16. 7 36.1 
92.6 5. 9 86.7 30.1 49.8 45.0 4. 8 ------ -- 36.9 ---------- -------- -------- 3. 5 5. 4 25.0 3. 0 
40. 5 1. 3 39.2 16.4 26. 2 18. 4 7. 8 -------- 13.0 ---------- -------- -------- . 2 2. 7 3. 5 6. 6 

630.3 5. 3 625.0 509.9 8. 0 8. 0 -------- -------- 617.0 (25. 2) -------- 17.7 . 2 7. 6 491.9 99. 6 
53.1 2. 2 50.9 23.3 17.5 7. 3 10.2 -------- 33.4 ---------- -------- -------- -------- . 2 13.1 20.1 
75. 7 -------- 75. 7 32.0 28.6 20. 8 7. 8 -------- 47. 1 ---------- -------- -- --- -- - -------- 5 7 17.2 24.2 
42.6 . 7 41.9 20.6 23.8 16.7 7.1 -------- 18. 1 (2. 9) -------- 2.1 -------- 2. 7 10.4 2. 9 

388.7 66.1 322.6 267.7 57.2 26.7 30.5 -------- 265.4 (34. 0) -------- 21..1 14. 1 11.0 205.6 10. 6 
80.2 28.3 51.9 48.5 10. 7 1.9 8.8________ 41.2 {46.4) - ------- 34.9 (%) .5 2.6 3.2 

l!l4. 0 42.2 61.8 58. 9 16.4 1. 4 15.0 ___ .:____ 45.4 ---------- -------- ------- - - ------- -------- 43. 9 1. 5 
17.0 -------- 17.0 -------- 10. 1 10.1 -------- -------- 6. 9 -- ------- - -------- ------- - -------- 6. 9 ---- ---- --------
1.9 -------- 1. 9 -------- 1. 3 1. 3 -------- -------- .I)---------- -------- -------- -------- . 6 ----- --- --------
1.6 -------- 1. 6 -------- . 6 . 6 -------- -------- 1. 0 ---------- -------- ----- --- . 3 . 7 -------- ----- -- -
2.9 -------- 2. 9 -------- 2. 4 2. 4 -------- -------- . 5 --- --- --- - --- -- --- -------- -------- . 5 -------- --------

138.1 6. 2 131.9 19.9 51.9 7 18.4 7 19.9 13.6 80.0 ---------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- 80.0 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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U.S. foreign assistance to MSP cO'Untries by region and country, cumula~ive,fiscal .year 1946 .thro'U{Jhfiscal year 1961-Prelim~nary-Con. 

{Millions o! dollars} 

Total economic Mutual security program 

Grand Total 
Region and country total mili- Total 

tary (Of MSP Other 
Total which eco- ICA DLF MSP 

loans) nomic eco-
nomic 

Economic assistance 

Total 

Nonmutual security program 

Public Law 480 

Title I Titleii, Export-

1---~------1 ::e:; rJ:~~l- r~r~:t 
Total Planned for- relief un teer 1~~~ 
sales l----,,....:---1ahd eco- relief loans 1 agree- nomic agencies 

ments Grants Loans devel-
opment 

Other 
non
MSP 
pro-

grams 

------------1----1----1-----------------------------------------
Africa____________________________ 1, 376.7 89. 1 1, 287.6 517.5 821.6 587.9 167.8 65.9 466. 0 (15. 3) 7. 7 4. 5 229.6 36. 5 126. 9 60. 8 

British East Africa Territory. 
Kenya ..•.. --------•.... --Tanganyika _____________ _ 

Uganda ... ---------------RegionaL _______________ _ 
Cameroun __________ _________ _ 
Congo (Leopold ville)---------Entente States ______________ _ 

Dahomey------ ----------Ivory Coast _____________ _ 

Niger---------------------
Upper Volta ...•.•.•..•..• 
Undistributed ..••. •....•. 

Equatorial States-----------
E tbiopia ..• ------------------Ghana _____________ __________ _ 
Guinea ______________________ _ 

Liberia .••.• -------_ .. -----.•. 
Libya.-------------------- -Malagasy Republic _________ _ 
Mali, Republic of. .. -------- 
Mauritania-------------------
MoroCCO----------------------

M~!~~~i-~~~================= Rhodesia and Nyasaland ____ _ 
Senegal---- ____ •••..• ---- . .•.. 
Sierra Leone-------------- ----Somali Republic. ____________ _ 
Sudan_ •. __ ----._ .. ---------_ 

~~Si-a:~==================== Other Africa, undistributed . .. 
French community and 

14.2 --------
7. 4 -- ------
4. 5 --------
1.1 --------
1. 2 --------
2. 1 --------

78.3 --------
8. 8 --------
1.4 -------
-4 -------
. 7 --------

1.3 ---- ----
5. 1 --------
.2 --------

181.3 57.3 
6. 6 --------
3. 8 --------

116. 3 2. 7 
180.0 3. 5 

• 5 --------
2. 5 --------
1. 5 --------

307. 7 --------
12. 5 --------
16. 4 --------
33. 3 --------
3. 6 --------
1. 0 - -------

13. 3 - ------· 
53. 5 --------

1. 9 --------
255. 2 --------

7.1 --------

14.2 1. 9 9. 8 7. 9 1. 9 -------- 4. 4 ---------- ------ -- -------- 3. 3 1.1 -------- - ----- --
7.4 -------- 5. 2 5. 2 -------- -------- 2.2 ---------- -------- -------- 1. 6 • 6 ------- - --------
4. 5 1. 9 2. 6 • 7 1. 9 ------- - 1. 9 --------- - ______ . __ -------- 1. 7 • 2 -------- --------
1.1 ------- - . 8 . 8 - ----- - - - ------- • 3 - --------- -------- -------- -------- . 3 -------- ---- ----
1.2 - ------- 1. 2 1. 2 -------- -------- -------- ---------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- --------
2.1 ------- - 1.9 1.9-------- -------- .2------------------ -------- -------- .2------- - ---- - ---

78.3 -------- 67. 5 2. 6 -------- 64.9 10.8 ---------- -------- -------- 10.1 • 7 -------- --------
8. 8 -------- 7. 7 7. 7 -------- -------- 1.1 - --------- -------- -------- -------- 1.1 -------- --------
1.4 -------- .3 .3-------- -------- 1.1 ---------- ------- - -------- -------- 1.1 . _______ --------
.4 ------- - . 4 • 4 ------- - -------- - ------- --------- - -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- --------
.7 -------- . 7 . 7 ------- - -------- (l) ------ - - - - -------- ------- - -------- (2) -------- --------

1.3 --- ----- 1. 3 1. 3 -------- -------- (2) --------- - -------- -------- -------- (1) -------- --------
5.1 -------- 5.1 5.1 -------- -------- -------- ---------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- --------
. 2 - ------ - • 2 . 2 ------- - -------- (2) ---------- -------- - ------- -------- (2) -------- ----- - --

124.0 67. 4 76.1 46.5 29.6 -------- 47.9 - -------- - -------- -------- 8. 9 . 7 37.4 . 9 
6. 6 - ------ - 4. 3 4. 3 -------- -------- 2. 3 ---------- - - - ---- - ------- - . 6 1. 7 -------- --------
3.8 ------ - - 2.1 2. I -------- ------- 1. 7 ------- -- - -------- -------- 1. 7 -------- -------- ------ - -

113.6 85.6 29.5 26.1 3. 4 -------- 84.1 ---------- -------- -------- -------- 1. 0 75. 2 7. 9 
176.4 8. 5 110.9 105.9 5. 0 - ----- -- 65. 5 ---------- ------- - -------- 29. 6 6. 5 -------- 29. 4 

. 5 -------- . 5 • 5 -------- - ------- (2) --------- - ------- - -------- - ------- {') -------- ----- - --
2.5 - ------- 2. 5 2. 5 -------- --- - ---- -------- ---------- -------- -------- -------- -------- ------- --------
1.5 81.4 1. 4 1. 4 - ------- -------- .1 ---------- -------- -------- -------- .1 -------- --------

307.7 195.9 214.4 188.4 26.0 -------- 93.3 ---------- -------- -------- 73.7 19.6 ------- - --- -- ---
12.5 '12. 5 -------- -------- - ------- -------- 12.5 ---------- -------- -------- -------- ----- --- 12.5 --------
16.4 1. 0 15.9 15.1 . 8 -------- . 5 ------ ---- -------- -------- -------- . 3 - ---- - -- . 2 
33. 3 32. 4 10. 9 10.9 - ------- -------- 22. 4 ---------- ----- --- -------- -------- (2) -------- 22. 4 
3. 6 -------- 3. 6 3. 6 -------- -------- -------- ---------- ------ - - -------- ---- ---- -------- -------- --------
1. 0 -------- • 7 • 7 -------- -------- • 3 ---------- ----- - -- ------- - -------- • 3 -------- ----- - --

13.3 2. 0 13. 0 11.0 2. 0 ------- - . 3 ---------- -------- -------- • 3 {') -------- --------
53. 5 10. 0 53.5 43. 5 10. 0 •••••••• (S) ·-·--·---- -------- •••••••• (2) (2) • • •••••••••••••• 

1. 9 -------- 1.1 1.1 -------- -------- .8 ---------- -------- -------- -------- . 8 -------- --------
255. 2 51. 9 137.8 95. 7 42.1 -------- 117. 4 (15. 3) 7. 7 4. 5 101. 3 2.1 1. 8 -------

7.1 -------- 6. 6 6. 6 ------- - -------- • 5 ---------- -------- -------- -------- • 5 -------- --------

possessions_____________ 6.1........ 6. 1 -------- 6.0 6.0-------- -------- .1 ---------- -------- -------- -------- .1 ________ ------ --
Portuguese possessions... . 3 -------- • 3 -------- • 3 • 3 -------- -------- ------ - - ---------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------
Other sterling areas....... . 7 ----- --- • 7 - ------- • 3 • 3 -------- - ------- • 4 ---------- -------- -------- -------- • 4 -------- --------

Regional.-------------------- 75. 4 25. 6 49.8 47. o 49. 8 1. 8 47. o 1. o -------- ---------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- --------======= == ===== 
NonregionaL_____________________ 3, 715.5 718.2 2, 997.3 120.6 1,434.1 864.4 2. 9 566.8 1, 563.2 - --------- 1. 5.------- 26.8 131.1........ 1, 403.9 

' Includes $9,500,000 for Cyprus. 1 Revised for cancellations made in fiscal year 1961 against prior-year loans. 
'Less than $50,000. 
a Military data classified and included in NEA regional total. 
' See footnote 3 to table for fiscal year 1961. 

7 Includes Central American Bank formed by El Salvador, Nicaragua, Guatemala, 
and Honduras. 

s Loan to France for Mauritania. 
6 Includes $6,800,000 for Indus Basin. • Loan to Portugal for Mozambique. 

U.S. foreign assistance to MSP countries, by region and country, fiscal year 1961-Preliminary 
[Millions of dollars} 

Economic assistance 

Total economic Mutual security program Nonmutual security program 

Public Law 480 

Region and country 
Grand 
total 

Total 
mili
tary 

1-----------:------ Export

Total 
(Of 

which 
loans) 

Total 
MSP 
eco

nomic 
ICA DL.F 

Other 
MSP 
eco

nomic 

Title I Title II, 

Total 1----.,.------1 ::e:; Irl:~~l-
Total Planned for- relief unteer 
sales and eoo- relief 

agree- nomic agencies 
ments Grants LoaD:s devel-

. opment 

Import 
Bank 
long
term 
loans 

Other 
non
MSP 
pro

grams 

----------·--- --------- ---------------------r------------------
Total,allcountries _________ 6,112.1 1,631.5 4,480.6 2,190. 2 2,106.9 1,279.4 652.6 174.9 2,373.7 (1,126.3) 320.4 508.2 289.7 227.5 946.4 81.5 

=== ==== ---------------== 
Europe___________________________ 980. 1 646. 4 333. 7 207. 7 94. 0 74. 8 17. 9 1. 3 239. 7 {214. 2) 13. 7 39. 9 8. 1 53.1 124. 9 --------

Austria_______________________ . 8 • 8 --- ----- - - ------ -------- -------- -------- • 8 -·--------- -------- -------- -------- • 8 -------- --------
Belgium-Luxembourg________ 14. 5 14. 5 -------- -------- ·-------- -------- -------- -------- -------- ·---------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- --------
Denmark_____________________ 41. 2 41.2 - - ------ -------- -------- -------- -------- -------· -------- ---------- -------- -------- --- ----- -------- -------- --------
France_______________________ 55.7 47.8 7. 9 7. 9 -------- -------- -------- -------- 7. 9 (2. 5) -------- -------- -------- (1) 7. 9 --------
Germany (Federal Republic). 17.1 15. 7 1. 4 -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- 1. 4 ---·---- --- -------- -------- -------- 1. 4 -------- --------
Berlin ...... -----------------· 4. 0 4. 0 4. 0 4. 0 ------- - -------- -------- ---------- ---- ---- -------- -------- -------- -------- --------
Iceland_______________________ 7. 6 7. 6 1. 6 6. 0 6. 0 -------- -------- · 1. 6 (1. 8) -------- 1. 4 --- - ---- -------- . 2 --------
Italy (including Trieste)______ 206.4 171. 5 34. 9 9. 3 -------- -------- -------- --- ---- - 34.9 ---------- -------- -------- 8.1 17.5 9. 3 --------
Netherlands.______ ___________ 39.4 39.4 (1) ------- - -------- -------- -------- ------- (1} - --------- - ------- -------- -------- (1) -------- --------
Norway_______ _______________ 25.0 25.0 -------- -------- -------- -------- ------- - -------- -------- __ _: ___ __ __ -------- -------- -· ------ -------- -------- --------
Poland_______________________ 5. 1 5.1 -------- .I 2.1 -------- ------- - 5. 0 (130. 0) -------- -------- -------- 5. 0 -------- --------
Portugal______________________ 8. 7 2. 4 6. 3 -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- 6. 3 ---------- -------- -------- -------- 6. 3 -------- --------
Spain_________________________ 179.5 63.3 116.2 72. 5 26.1 35.9 -9. 8 -------- 00.1 (49. 5) -------- 24.8 -------- 7. 8 57.5 --------

¥~!!:t;~a~-~~~~::::::::::::: 1~: ~ 20.
2 --i47~9- --ii6~4- ---56~4- ---28~7- ---27~7- :::::::: ---9i~5- ----(30~4) ---~3~7- ---i3~7- :::::::: ---i4~i- ---60~0- :::::::: 

Regional .. _------------------ 206. 9 205. 4 1. 5 -------- 1. 5 • 2 -------- 1. 3 -------- ---------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- --------=== = 
See footnotes at end of table. 
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U.S. f'oreign assistance to MSP co'lintries, by region and cO!Untry, fiscalveo:r 1961-Preliminary--Continued 

[Mill{ons of dollars} 

Region and country 
Grand 
total 

Total 
mili
tary 

Total economic 

1 

Total 
(Of 

which 
loans) 

Economic assistance-

Mutual security pYogram Nonmutual security program 

Public Law 480 

EIPOFt-
Total Other Title I Title II, Import Other 
MSP MSP emer- Title Bank non-
eco- ICA DLF eco- Total gency III, vol- long- MSP 

nomic nomic Total Planned for- relief unteer term pro-
sales and eco- relief loans 1 grams 

agree- nomic agencies 
ments Grants Loans devel-

opment 
--------------r---1-·---1----1--- ------------~ ---·---------------

Far East.. •• ---------------------- 1, 417.4 623.2 794.2 185. 7 522. 9 .79. 3 43. 6 -------- 271. 3 (103. 1) 69. 4 17. 8 23. 6 36. 1 12:1 8- --------
1--------------------·---------1----

Bnrma;_____________________ . 6 • 6 . 4 .4 -------- -------- .2. -------- ------- -------- -------- • 2 ------ -------

~~~~:Puiiiicor::::::::::: 23~: ~ nt:: l~t: ~ 42.0 ~~~ :ii ---36.:"2- ======== ---~(} ----(21~45 ---ii:4- ----5~8- ======== ---io:s· ======== ======= 
Indonesia ____ ·--------------- - 25. 5 -------- 25.5 8. !1 8. 3 8. a -------- ------- 17. 2 (.19. 7) 7. 4 8. 4 -------- I.~ ·-------- --------

i"gr'::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~: r I ::: ~ ::: ~ ~: ~ 19~J 19i~ --·-a·s· ======== ::~ ----(52:ii5 , ·-•45~&- -·-·i:i• ···23~5· ~~:~ ---~-~- .======== 
Laos_________________________ 82.3 46. 5 35.8 35.5 &5.5 ------- ------- .3 --------- -------- -------- -------- .3 -------- --------
Malaya_______________________ • 4 . 4 -------- ------- -------- -------- ------- .4 --------- -------- -------- -------- . 4 -------- -------· 
Philippines__________________ 113.0 2&. l 86.9 &7. 4 2. 9 12.7 -9. 8 -------- 84.0 --------- -------- -------- -------- 6. 8 7?. 2 --------
Thailand_____________________ 45. 7 20. 9 24.8 24.7 :Z..? --- ----- -------- • 1! ---------- -------- -------- -------- .1 ------- --------
Vietnam___ __ _________ _______ 19.8. 7 49. 7 149. 0 13. 2 137. 0 126. 3 10.7 -------- 12.0 (10. O) 5. 0 2. 5 ------ ~ 5 ------- --------
RegiE>nal_____________________ 62.3 51.2 1.1 1.1 1.1 - ------- -------- ------- --------- -------- - ------ - -------- -------- -------- --------

Near East and south Asia.. ______ __ ~'=.r=, 9=4?=.=I=IF=a=n=.=3=l~F,,=6=35=.=8=I>==883=. 2=
1
;=74=1=. 8= &«. 1 377. s 20.2 894. o. (600.3} 215.6 340.G 108. o 64. 7 165 . .r -------· 

== ==!== === 
Near East----------------- 941.3 239.7 701.6 372.7 377.1 205.9 171.2 -------- 324. 5 (187. 2) 25. o 123.5 60.5 37.5 78. o --------

Greece____________________ 95. 8 61. 0 «. 8 12. 6' ro. 5 20. 5 -------- -------- 24.3 (15. 6) -------- 10.1 4.1 7. 6 2. 5 --------
Iran.---- ----------------- 169. 9 55.1 114.8 75.3 63.3 26.1 37.2 ------ -- 51. 5 (21. 9) -------- 16.0 ll. 8 1.6 22.1 ------- -
Iraq_____________________ 1. 7 (1) 1. 7 1.1 1.1 -------- -------- .6- ---------- -------- ------ -------- .6 -------- ,-------· 
IsraeL.----------------- Sf. 2 (1} 84.2 65.6 1 24.5 8. 5 16.0 ------- 59. 1 ~5. 9) IU 14.2. -------- 1. 0 35. ( --------
Jordan___ __ ______________ 71.6 3. 3 68.3 1!. 0' •1. 4> ~. 4 l!. 0 -------- · ZO,.Q - ------ ---- -------- -------- 1& () 2. g ------- -------
Lebanon_---------------- f. 9 1. 3 3. 6 .8 . 8 ---- ---- -------- 2. 8 --------- -------- -------- 2. 8 ------- -------- -------
Turkey------ ------------- 362.0 129.0 233.0 133.. 7 211. 7 94.4 117.3 -------- 21.3 (25. 4) 3. 9 16.4 -------- 1.0 -------- ------· 
United Arab Republic.__ 143.8 143.8 84.6 2.1 2. 3 -. 2 -------- 141. 7 (98. 4) 12.0 66.8 22.1 22.8 18. o --------
Yemen_____________ 5. 7 5. 7 4. 0 4.0 -------- -------- 1. 7 --------- -------- -------- 1. 7 ------- -------- -------· 
Cento ____ --------------- 1. s ________ 1. 8 -------- . 1. s 1. a -------- -------- -------- ---------- -------- -------- -------- -------- ________ --------

=====- = ======== 
South Asia.------------------ 881.0 · 1. 2 879.8 510'. 5 33'5. 4 129.1 200.3 -------- M4A ' (463.1) 190.6 217.1 22.8 26.8 87.1 --------

- ------:- ----------· __ ;_ -------------------------
Afghanistan______________ 37.0 1.2 35.8 12.8 12. S -------- -------- 23.0 ---------- -------- -------- 22.4 I .6 -------- --------
Ce.ylon---------------- 9.6 ------- 9. 6 1. 4 .1 1. 5 -1.4 -------- 9'. 5 (5.1) 1. 3 2.& ------- 5. 4 -------- --------
India-------------------- 655. 0 -------- 655.0 454. 8 188.1 8. 0 180.1 -------- 466. 9 a (412. 8) 173'. 5 194. o . 3 18. 4 80. 7 -------
NepaL------------------- 4. r -------- 4.1 . 4 4.1 3'.7 .t -------- ----·---- ---------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- --------· 
Pakfstan______________ 1i7S.. 2 (~) 175.2 53.9 130.3 103.1 27.2 ------- 44.9 (45.2) )5. 8 I 2G.3 -------- 2. t 6-. f -------

==='-======= === 
Regional----------------·-- 124.7 70.4 54.3 -------- 29.4 "D. 2' -------- 2Q. 2 24.9 --------- -------- -------- s 24.7 • 2 -------- ------

t===ir===l·=== .= ==· ==='= = = 
Latin America •••• -----------·---- 983. 4 98 . ._ 885.0 735.2 253.5 118.7 133.3 1. 5 631.5 (143. 4) 14. o 105. 4 . 2 28. 1 480.0. r 3.8 

1-------i----------------------'-----t---·t---1---1----j,---'"---
.Argentina._______________ 8LO 12.1 68.9 68.0 6. 9 . 9 6. 0 ------- 62..0 --------- -------- ------- ------- -------- 62..0 ____ _ 
Bolivia.,._____________________ 29.1 .3 28.& 13.8 25.9 24.1 1.8 -------- 2.9 (3'.3) -------- 2. 5 -------- .4 -------- --=----
~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::: ill: i a:: X i:: ~ i~g: ~ 3i: g J~~ ----8~2- :::::::: ' ~~~~ <~~:~~ ---~~~- ~g :::::::= ~: ~ 1~: ~ :::::::: 
Colomb-UL_________________ 94.5 4. 0 90. 5 82.9 ZJ. 7 2.. 7 25.0 ------- 62..8 -------- -------- -------- -------- 4. 9 57.9 -------
Costa Rica.-----·------------ 1L4 .1 11.3 8. 5 9. 8 1. 3 8. 5 -------- 1. 5 --------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- J.li 
Cuba.___________________ .1 . r {t) (1) (1) ------- - -------- , (•) ---------- -------- -------- -------- -------- ----- --------

~~~~~~-~-e-~~~!~========= If: & 6.1 1: ~ 4.s 4:~ i~ ----i:7- :::::::: ----a:?- -----,a~2} :::::= ___ 2._4:_ :::::::: ---:9- -----:4- :-..=:::: 
El Salvador- ----------------- 6. 7 .1 6. 6 5. 3 2. 8 1. 2 1. 6 -------- 3. 8 ---------- -------- -------- -------- .1 3.1 --------
Guatemala.. .• _________________ 32. 3 • 5 31. 8 18.0 20.6 13.1 7. 5 -------- 11. 2 ---------- -------- -------- -------- . 4 10. 5 . 3 
HaitL------------------------ 12.5 • 7 11.8 -2'. 8' 1(}. 7 13. 5 . -2.& -------- 1.1! ------- ------- ------ ------- 1.1 -------- --------
Honduras____________________ 5. 7 . 3 5. 4 2. 0 4. 9 4. 9 -------- - ------- . 5 ---------- -------- -------- -------- . 3 -------- • 2 
Mexico_______________________ 33.4 1. 2 32.2 27.8 1. 2 1.2 ------- -------- 31.0 ------- --- --- - ---- -------- -------- 3. 2 27.8 --------
Nicaragua __ -'----------------- 11.4 .4 U.O 9- 1 !LO. .9 7.1 ------- 3.0 ---------------------------------- .2 2.0 .8 
Panama___ ________________ 17.1 (I) 17.1 12. 8' 15.7 7. 9 7. 8 ------- - 1. 4 ---------- -------- -------- -------- • 4 J. o 
Paraguay--------------------- 3. I . 2 2. 9 1. 8 1. 8 ------- - ------- 1.11 ----·----- -------- -------- -------- 1.1 -------- --------
Pern ••... "- ------------------- 81.6 17.6 64. 0 57.5. , 29.1 3.1 26.0 -------- 34.9 ---------- -------- -------- . 2 3. 2 31.5 --------
Uruguay------------ ---------- 5. 0 2. 2 2. & 2. 4 .1 .1 -------- -------- 2. i (3. 2} -------- Z. 4 -------- • 3 -------- --------
Venezuela___________________ 37.4 10.3 27.1 26.9 15. 2' • 2 15.0 -------- 11.9 ---------- -------- -------- -------- -------- U. 9 --------
West Indies Federation_ ______ i 5. 5 5. 5 4. 6. 4.6 ---- ------ .9 -------- ------- -------- -------- . 9 -------- --------
British Guiana_______________ . 9 • 9 .1 . 7 ------ -------- . 2 ---------- -------- -------- -------- • 2 -------- --------
British Honduras_____________ .2 .2 .1 .1 ------- -------- .1 ---------- -------- -------- -------- . 1 ------- - -------· 
Surinam_.___________________ . 5 . 5 . 4 . { -------- --- - ---- .1 ---------- ------- -------- -------- .1 -------- --------
Regj.onaL___________________ 25. 0 . ? 24. 3 19. S 24. 3 s. 2. 9 r 19.9 1. 5 ------- --------- ------- ------- -------- ------- -------- ---- - ---

AJrics. --------------------------- 542. 9 14. 5 528.4 177. 4 296.2: 150. a 80.3 65.0 
F== ==== 

(15.3) 7.7 4.5 149. 8 13.6 52.6 4.0 232.2 

:British East .Africa tenitm'ies_ Kenya __ ________________ · 
Tanganyika _____________ _ 

Uganda.-------_--------
Regiona:l. ----------------Cameroun ___________________ _ 

Congo (Leopeldville) __ ______ _ 
Entente states _____________ _ 

Dahomey_--------------
I~_ory Coast _____________ _ 

N ~ger ------------------ --
Upper Volta ____ -------- --
'Undistributed ___________ _ 

Equatorial States ___________ _ 
Ethiopia.--------------------

8~n:a-~::=::::::=::::::::==== ' 
Liberia •• ___ .----.--.---------
Libya.------- ------ - ---------Malagasy Republic ________ _ 

See footnotes at end of table. 
CVII--1009 
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.2 
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6.3 

16..6 
~5 

2.2 1. 9 
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.I -------- --------

3. 6 
1.7 
1.8 
.1 

3.3 
1.6 
1.7 

. 3 -------· ---- ---

.1 -·------ -------

: ~ ====== ':.::::::: 1.2 
L 9 :::===== :==;~:9:: ----:!- ======== ======== ======== ======== -----:i- ====:::: ======= 
2. 4 U'L 10. 7 ---------- -------- -------- 10.1 . 6 ·-------- --------
7.1 ------- ------- 1. o ---------- ________ -~------ ________ 1. a ________ .-------
.3 -------- ------- 1.0 · __________ -------- -------- -------- 1. 0 ------- -------

:~ ::====== ======== ---{t;-- ========= ======== ======== ======== ======== ======= ======= 
1.3 ------- ------- (I) -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------
5. 1 --------- ------- -------- ----- --- ------- -------- -------- -----~-- ------- -------
.2 -------- ·------- (l) --------- ----- --- --- ----- ------- (1) -------- ·--------

9.2 29..1 ---- 13.2 ---------- .-------- ------- 3. 0 . 2 10". 0 -------· 
1. 6 -·----- ------- 1. 0 --··------ -------- -------- -------- 1. 0 -------- -------(1) 
6.3 

16.5 
.5 
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U.S. foreign assistance to MSP countries, by region and country, fiscal year 1961-Preliminary-Continued 

[Millions of dollars] 

Economic assistance 

Total economic Mutual security program Non-mutual security program 

Grand Total 
Region and country total mill-

tary Total 
(Of MSP 

Total which eco- ICA DLF 
loans) nomic 

Other 
MSP 
eco- Total 

nomic 

Public Law 480 

Title I Title IT, 
1------,-------1 emer- Title 

gency m, vol
relief unteer Total 

sales 
agree
ments 

Planned for-
1 ______ 1and eco- relief 

Grants Loans 
nomic agencies 
devel-

opment 

Export
Import 
Bank 
long
term 
loans 

Other 
non
MSP 
pro-

grams 

-------------l·---l----l----l----l----l---·l---·l---l-·--l----l----1--- ------------

Africa-Continued 
Mall, Republic oL -----------Mauritania __________________ _ 

Morocco-------------------- --
Nigeria •• ____ -----------------

Rhodesia and Nyasaland_ 
SenegaL __ ----------------Sierra Leone _____________ _ 
Somali Republic _________ _ 
Sudan ________ ------ _____ _ 
Togo_------ ______ ___ _ ----
Tunisia ____________ ------_ 
Other Africa, undistrib-

uted ____________ ----_---
Regional ________________ _ 

! ~:'~:o~~~arcb Hospital. 

2.5 
.1 

113.0 
10.2 

.6 
3. 6 
.6 

4.2 
9.4 
1.4 

120. 0 

.2 
43.3 4. 8 

2.5 
.1 

113.0 
10.2 

.6 
3.6 
.6 

4.2 
9.4 
1.4 

120.0 

.2 
38.5 

43.0 

16.3 

2.5 
(1) 
44.0 
10.1 

.6 
3. 6 

. 5 
4.2 
9.4 
1.1 

37.2 

2. 5 
(1) 
41.0 
10.1 

.6 
3.6 

. 5 
4. 2 
9.4 
1.1 

27.2 

====~~~= :::::::: ---~~I .:::::::::: :::::::: :::~:::: ===~i~~= --·-;:r :::::::: :::::::: 
-------- --------- .1 ---------- -------- -------- -------- .1 -------- --------
-------- -------- (1) ---------- -------- -------- -------- (I) ---·---- --·-----

======== ======== -----~i- ========== ======== ======== ======== -----~i- ======== ======== 
-------- -------- (1) - --------- - - --- --- -------- -------- (1) -------- --------

===i~~~= :::::::: ---~~I ====~i~~~5 ====;~;= ====i~~= ===~~i= -----T ====i~~= :::::::: 
-------- -------- -------- ------ -- -------- . 2 ---------- -------- -------- -------- . 2 -------- --------

36.3 38. 5 1. 2 36.3 1. 0 -------- -----~---- -- ------ -------- -------- -------- -------- --------

a Includes for wheat and rice amounts programed for fiscal year 1961 only against 
multiyear agreement totaling $1,276,000,000. Funds of $319,000,000 for 1st year were 
committed in fiscal year 1960; remaining $957,000,000 were committed in fiscal year 
1961. If entire $957,000,000 bad been included here, this sales agreements figure 
would be $1,050,800,000. 

4 Military data classified and included in NEA regional total. 
~ Includes $6,800,000 for Indus Basin. 
6 Includes $9,500,000 for Cyprus. 
1 July-December 1960 expenditures for Inter-American Highways. 
s Includes Central American Banlc 
9 Subscription to International Development Association. 

AsSISTANCE FROM INTERNATIONAL 
ORGANIZATIONS 

GENERAL NOTES 

The following tables show assistance given 
by international organizations to all coun
tries which have benefited from this assist
ance. The data do not represent the U.S. 
contributions to these organizations; such 
contributions are included in the figures on 
pages 1-7. 

Data are all on a U.S. fiscal year basis 
except for United Nations technical as
sistance prograxns which are data for cal
endar year 1960 and total through Decem
ber 1960. 

International Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development (IBRD): Data cover loan au
thorizations of the IBRD made either to gov-

ernments, government enterprises, or to pri
vate firms with government guarantee. 
Cancellations are deducted from loans au
thorized in the year originally authorized. 
Repayments have not been taken into 
account. 

International Finance Corporation (IFC) : 
Data cover the commitments made by the 
IF'C to invest in private enterprises in the 
various countries. Cancellations and sales 
are deducted from commitments in the year 
originally committed. 

International Development Association 
(IDA): Data cover value of agreements 
signed with governments for development 
credits. 

Inter-American Development Bank (IDB): 
Data cover loan authorizations of the IDB 

made either to governments, government 
enterprises, or to private firms from ordinary 
capital and from the Fund for Special Op
erations. Amounts taken by participants are 
not included. 

United Nations Technical Assistance 
(UNTA): Data cover direct project costs of 
technical assistance prograxns, under both 
the regular and expanded prograxns, admin
istered by the United Nations Technical As
sistance Administration and other partici
pating organizations. 

United Nations Special Fund (UNSF): 
Data cover U.N. Special FUnd allocations 

. toward costs of preinvestment surveys. 
European Development Fund of the Euro

pean Economic Community (EEC): Data 
cover the value of projects approved for 
financing valued in EPU units of account($). 

Assistance j1·om intemational organizations, fiscal year 1961 and cumulative through fiscal year 1961- Preliminary 

[Millions of dollars] 

Fiscal year 1961 Cumulative through fiscal year 1961 

Region and country 
UNTA 

Total IBRD IFC IDA IDB (calendar UNSF EEC Total IBRD IFC IDA IDB UNT A UNSF EEC 
year 1960) 

------------- -------------------------------------------------
Total, worldwide.------- -- - 1, 009.8 609.8 5.1 101.0 68.1 43.4 70.9 111. 5 6, 458.7 5, 668. 8 35.5 101.0 68.1 279.7 125.6 180.0 

Europe__________________ _________ 59.6 55.0 1.1 -------- -------- 2. 5 1. 0 -------- 1, 340.5 1, 320.9 2. 3 -------- -------- 13.9 3. 4 --------

Austria _______________________ -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- (1) -------- -------- 100.2 99.9 -------- -------- -------- . 3 -------- --------
Belgium-Luxembourg ________ -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- (') 57.8 57.8 -------- -------- -------- (I) -------- --------
Denmark __________________ ___ ·------- -------- -------- -------- -------- (1) - ------- -------- 60.0 60.0 -------- -------- -------- (1) -------- --------
Finland.--------------------- 1. 1 -------- 1.1 -------- -------- (1) -------- -------- 103.9 102. 1 1. 3 -------- -------- . 5 -------- ------ --
i~lfan~::::::::::::::::::::::: -----~~- :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: (1) "

1 
:::::::: :::::::: 

2~: i 2sg: g -------- -------- -------- : ~ -------- --------
lla~fta:::::::::::::::::::::::: -----~~- :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: (I) .1 :::::::: :::::::: 300: g --~~~~- ~~~~~~~~ ======== ======== : ~ ~~~~~~~~ ======== 
Netherlands __________________ -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- (1) -------- -------- 236.5 236.5 -------- -------- -------- ~~~ -------- --------

~~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::: 25: g ___ :~~~- ======== ======== ======== (1) • 2 ======== ======== 1~: g --~~~~- ======== ======== ======== . 4 -----:8- ======== 
~ag~siii.v18~===~:::::::::::::: 31: ~ ---3ii~o- :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: : ~ ----i~o- :::::::: 1oo: ~ ---90~7- :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: 1:! -- -To- :::::::: 
Regional and other countries.. 1. 0 -------- -------- -------- -------- 1. 0 -------- -------- 3. 9 -------- -------- ------- - -------- 3. 9 -------- --------================= 

Far East_________________________ 165.7 141.0 -------- -------- --------

British Borneo 2______________ . 9 
Burma.-- ------ --- ------- -- -- 15.7 14.0 -------- -------- --------Cambodia__ ___ _______________ . 5 
China, Republic of.__ _____ ___ . 3 

See footnotes at end of table. 

8. 7 

.1 
1.1 
.5 
.3 

8.4 7. 6 733.8 653.4 -------- -------- -------- 51.1 

• 8 -------
.6 --------

2.2 
41.3 
2.2 
3.4 

33.4 -------- -------- --------
1.4 
7.3 
2.2 
2.8 

13.7 15.6 

• 8 -------
.6 --------

• 6 --------
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[Millions of dollars} 

Fiscal year 1961 Cumulative through fiscal year 1961 

Region and country 
UNTA 

Total IBRD IFC IDA IDB (calendar UNSF EEC Total IBRD IFC IDA IDB UNT A UNSF EEC 
year 1900) 

------------~---------------------------------- ---------------
Far East-Continued 

Dutch New Guinea__________ 5.1 -------- -------- -------- -------- ---------- ------- 5. 1 12.5 -------- -------- ------- - -------- -------- ------ 12. 5 

:gd~~!?a~~::::::::::::::::=: ----!:4- ===~==~= :::::~== :::::::: :::::::: (1)1. 4 :::::::: :::::::: 9: ~ -------- -------- -------- -------- 9': ~ -----:6-:::::::: 
Japan_______________________ 105. 2 105.0 -------- -------- -------- • 2. -------- -------- 44'3. 2 --442:2- :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: I. o 
Korea_______________________ I. 4 -------- -------- -------- -------- • 3 1.1 -------- 2.1 --- ----- -------- -------- -------- I. o ----i:i- =:=:::: 
Laos·---------~--------------- . 4 -------- -------- -------- -------- . 4 ----- --- -------- 2. I - - - - L 5 • 6 --------
Malaya_______________________ I. g -------- -------- -------- -------- • 4 1. 4 -------- 33.8 - 3<):6- -===== -= :::::::: ====== 1.& · l!A --------

T~~hila.gilan~lo~de_~_s __ --_-=-_-_: __ :._: __ - -_-:_: __ ::_:_:_: ___ -:_:_ 2~. 901 -------- -------- -------- -------- 1:.901 ----~~~- :::::::: 12439:.735 18.5 -------- -------- -------- :=6~· LO ·--------
"· ---22:o_ :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: 2. o _______ _ --128:7- :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: .... ----4:ii :::::::: 

Vietnam_____________________ . 4 -------- -------- -------- -------- . 4 -------- -------- 2. 0 -------- -------- -------- -------- L8' .2 ·--------
Regional and other countries. 5..5 -------- -------- -------- -------- 1. 6 1. 4 2. 5 14.4 ------- ------ -------- -------- 8. 6 2. 7 ' 3.1 ========= ====== 

Near East and south Asia_______ 334. 5 237. 5 • 2 60.0 - ------- 14.0 22.8 -------- 1, 557. 1 1, 345. 7 3. 3 60. o -------- IOI. o 47. ! --------

Near East-----------------·- 46.4 'ZT. 5 -------- -------- -------- 5. 8 13.1 -------- 438.9 372. 2 . 3 -------- -------- · 44.3 22. r --------

Greece-____________________ . 8 -------- -------- -------- -------- . 3 . 5 2. 6 -------- ---- ---- -------- -------- 1. 8 . 8 
Iran______________________ 4.4 -------- -------- -------- -------- 1. 2 3. 2 209.9 194. 2 . 3 -------- -------- 10.3 5.1 
Iraq______________________ 1. 7 -----·--- ------- -------- -------- . 6 1.1 12. 9 6. 3 -------- -------- -------- 4. 6 2 .. 0 J 

IsraeL------------------- 29.0 27.5 ------- - -------- ---- ---- • 4 1.1 33.6 27. 5 -------- -------- -------- 4. 0 2. I 
Jordan------------------- 1. 2 -------- -------- -------- -------- . 4 • 8 3. 9 -------- -------- -------- -------- 3.1 . 8 
Lebanon________________ .9 ------- - '-------- ------- -------- • 3 . 6 30.6 27.0 -------- -------- -------- 2. 3 1. 3 

~:~a~~~~:::::::::::-..= I ~ ~ =~=~==·= :::::::: ·:::::::: :::::::: · : ~ ----~~~- ________ 6~:g 1-·-oo:r- :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: ~: ~ ~: ~ 
United Arab Republic____ 5. 9 -------- - ------- -------- -------- 1. 5 4. 4 -------- 74. 2 5&. 5 1 

________ -------- -------- ll.l &.6' 
Yemen___________________ .l -------- -------- -------- -------- .1 -------- -------- · • ( -------- -------- -------- -------- . 4 -------- --------=== === ======== 

South Asia. =------------------ 286.4 210.0 • 2 60. 0 -------- 6. 5. 9. 'Z -------- {.105. 1 973'. 5 3. 0 60.0 -------- 44. 1! 2&.J --------
Afghanistan_____________ 1.1 -------- -------- -------- -------- 1.1 -------- - ------ - 8. 2 -------- ------ -------- -·----- 6. 9 1. 3 --------

~~~~::::::=::::::::: 15: g ---~~~~- :::::::: ======== :::::::: J -----~a-- ======= ' 43: ~ 3&9 -------- -------- ------ 5:~ r--:g- ~======= 
India.________________ 158. ~ oo. 0' • 2 60. o ________ 3. o 5. 2 ________ 773. o. =-678~3- ----1:6- ---oo:i)- :::::::: I9. 4 13'. 1 _______ _ 

~~1t8.ii::::::::::::::::: 1o~: ~ --iiis~o- :::::::: =~~=:::: :::::::~ ~~~ ~: ~ :::::::: 21~: ~ --25&.3- ----i:4t- :::::::: :::::::: 13: ~ ~:g ====== 
. ==============, 

Regionalandothercountries.. 1. 7 ------- --- ----- -------- ------- 1. 7 ------- ------- 12.6 -------- -------- -------- -------- 12.6 ------- -- ------== ==== === ==== 
LaffnAmerica •••. _________________ 284.2 148.4 3.8 28.0 68.1 9.6 22.8 3.5 1,437.5 1,201.5 20.2 28.0 68.1 14.1 36.1! 3.5 

Argentfna ____________________ -s3.0r-ru, -u ==~ ---.6-~== ----oo.'3 4&fi --s.2" =====---;:A-u- ~------
:BolJivia____________________ 11.5 --·---- -------- -------- 10.0 • 6 . 9 -------- 15. 4 -------- -------- 10.0 3". 9 1 I. 5 ·--------

~b~~_::::::::::::::::::::::: . ll: ~ ----ii:a· -----:2- ---i9:o- 1~ ~ :~ ~J :::::::: i~:t ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ---i9:a· 1g: ~ ~: ~ :: ~ :=::::: 
Colombia_____________________ 44. 9 27. 4 1.1 -------- 12.8 • 6 3. o -------- 223.4 200.6 2. 6 ------- 12. & 3. 5 3.. 9. ------·--

~~!-~~~===::::::::=::::: t ~ ----~~~~ ::===== :::::::: :::::::: : i ----i_-2- ====== 1t ~ ---~~=~- ::::::: :::::::: :::::::: I:~ ---i-2- :::::::: 
1?~:a:O~-~-e-~~~_uc-:::::::: ---1."8" =::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: (1

) • 5 ----i_-3- :::::::: 51:~ ---4&."{1- -------- -------- -------- 4: ~ ---2:5- ·--------
El Salvador.----------------- 4. 1 3'. 8' -------- -------- • 2 • 1 -------- -------- 38'. 2' · 3&. 5 ----:i- :::::::: -----:2- 2.1 .3 
Guate.mala._________________ l. 0 -------- -------- -------- . 1 • 3' • 6 -------- 21. 3 18.2 • 2 -------- .1 2. 2 • 6. 
Hait.L---------------- 4. () -------- -------- -·------- 3. 5 • 2 .3 ------- 9. 0 2'. 6 -------- -------- 3. 5 2. 6 • 3' 
Honduras___________________ 12.0 -------- -------- 9. 0 2. 4 • 2 • 4- ------- 3:t.2' 20'. (} -------- 9. a 2. 4 I. 4 • 4 
Melrlco_______________________ 41.6 40. o . 3 -------- -------- . 5 • 8 -------- 232'. 4 226'.3 l. 4 -------- ------ a.o 1.2 
Nicaragua____________________ l. 9 ------- - -------- -------- 1. 7 .2 -------- -------- 38.5 35..5 -------- ------- 1. 'l 1.3 ----- --------
Panama_______________ 7. 3 'li.Z -------- ·-------- -------- .1 ------·-- -------- 15. I 14. o ------ -------- ____ 

3
._.

4
-.- 1.1 ------ --------

Paraguay___________________ 3.8. ------- -------- -------- 3. ~ .4 ------- ------- 11.0 4. 5 -------- -------- 3.1 ------- --------
Peru________________________ II. 7 5. 5 -------- -------- 3.& • 5 1.9 ----- 95..4 82.0 2. 5 -------- 3..8 3. 0 (.I --------
Uruguay_-------------------- . 2 -------- -------- -------- ------ -- .z ------- -------- 72. 4 71. o~ -------- -------- -------- 1. 4 ------- ------
Venezuela____________________ ll. 0 • 5 -------- 9. 2 . 5 • 8 -------- 15.6 3. 5. -------- 9. 2. 2.1 .8 --------
West Indies Federation_____ . 4 • 2 -------- ------- • 2 -------- -------- Z. 3 -------- • 2 ------- ------- 1. 2 • 9 -------
British Guiana_______________ 1. 6 1. 2 -------- ------- ------- (1

) .4 ------ 2. 6 l. 2' -------- -- - - ---- -------- • 2 :JI. 2' --------
British Honduras ____________ -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- (1} .-------- ------- -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- (1) -------- -------
Surinam ______________________ -------- -------- -------- -------- -------- 1 (r} ------- -------- .8 ------- -------- ------- -------- (L) • S. 
Regional and otber countries~ 9. 7 -------- -------- -------- -------- 2. 2 4. o a. 5 30.6 -------- -------- -------- ------ 22.2 4. 9 3.5 = f= 

.Akica----------------------·---- 164.2 2'Z.9 -------- 13.0 ------- 7. ()! 15.9 100.4 86a. & 633. o 2. s 13'. o -------- 31!. 3 22..8 100.9 
:--------------r-------------------t----ll---~--~--1---

Algeria__ ______________ _______ 12.8 -------- -------- -------- -------- 1 (I} 12.8 · 72.8 60.(} -------- -------- ------- (1) ------- 12.8 
British East.Africa.Territo.ry_ &.8 8.4 -------- -------- -------- .4 -------- -------- 43.5 38.0 2. 8 -------- -------- 2.4 , .3 --------

£~~~~=~ 4 ,:::i:~ ~~~~~= ~=-~=~= =~~~=~ : i ~~~-~~ ~~:::== l! ---i;- ;:~~~: ~~~~ ~~~~ . J :::::~: ~~~~~~ 
Cameroun________________ 3. 8 ------- -------- -------- -------- • 1 L 7 2. 5 8'. 7 ------ -------- -------- ------- . 2' 1. 2 7. :J 
Congo (Leopofdville)__ _______ 2. 9 -------- -------- ------- ------ .1 2. 8 15~.5 t 100.0 -------- -------- -------- . l !1.! 

Ent~~!!e~~::::::::=::::= ~J :::~:::: ::::::::::::::: ::::::= 8~ 1.(} ~ ~ ~:: ----~~- ::::::= ::::::: ::::=: ~~ ~--~:~- ~~ 

~=~~;~-~===~===== ---~~=~- ======== ======== ======== ======== ====~;==== ===~~= ---~:~~- :rJ .-====== ~======== ·====== ===-~~ ===~== ===~=~~ J:! undistributed._________ _______ ______ _______ ________ _ _____ -------- ------- -------- 7i.l ~r: ~ :::::::: :::::::: :=:-..: ::::::::'"::=--=:: ---23:5 Equatorial StateS'--------- 15.3 ------- -------- -------- -------- ---------- -------- 15.3 5& 5 

8!!~ai:Africlm'Reii---~== ~:~ ::=:::: :::=::: ::::::::::::::: :::=::::: :::::::: . ~: ~ :J ===== -== :=:::::: ::::::: :::::::: -==== ~: ~ 
Conga (Brazzaville) ______ · 5-.& -------- '-------- ------- ------- ------- ------- 6. & 6-. ()1 ----- -- -------- ------- -------- ----- ------ 6. It 
Gabon---------------- 4.1 -------- -------- -------- ------·- -·-------- ------- 4.1 40.1 35-.G :-·------ - ------- ------- ------- ------ 5. :t 

E tlliopia.. _ ------------------- 1.1 -------- ------ -------- -------- • 7 • 4 ------ zg_:r ___ 23 ___ ._s._ ·_--_-_-_--_ --------.--- -__ -_-__ --_- t i l:~ ~::::::: 
Ghana------------------- 1. Q ------- -------- -------- -------- • 5 .li -------- 2 2 
Guinea ! ,_. .l • 6 -------- -------- -------- -------- • 2' . 4! --------
:Liberia::::::::::::::::=:: i ~ _::::::: ::::::: ::::::: =:::: . 4c ---i~o- :::= a.-; -------- ------- ------- ----- 2. 'l 1.0 -----
Libya_______________________ L3 ----- - ·------ -------- ------- • 8' .5 -------- 8.? -------- ------ ------------- 7. 1 1-& -------

~:ttg~:~~~':':::::::::: 1i ~ :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: ----,~r--- ------ 1
:: ~ ~=~ :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: ---Cir- -------- ~: g 

Mauritania___________________ 2. 2 -------- -------- ------- ----- -·--·-----·- ------- 2.2. Cl&:J 66.01 ------- ------- ---- ------- ---- 2.a 
Morocco____________________ 1.0 -------------- ------------ • 4! .6 ----- 3..3. ------ ·------- ---------- 1..2 2.1 -------· 

*!~~~~~: ___ ::::::::::::: ---4_-4- ::::=:: :::::::: ::::=: :::::::: (t} • z ----4:2- ::::: -3a~ 8 ---~~- :::::::: :::::= :::.:::= (I~ D ---i'i; ::~::::: 
~~~~~u~t!M~~!~~::::: : ~ :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: - - -----=~- -----=~- ---:4- 14f: r 1~ ~ :::::= :::::::: :=::: -----=~- _____ :~- ---ai 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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Assistance from international organizations, fiscal yem· 1961 and cumulative through fiscal year 1961-Preliminary~Continued 

[Millions of dollars] 

Fiscal year 1961 Cumulative through fiscal year 1961 

Region and country 

Total IBRD IFC IDA 
year1960) 

IDB UNTA UNSF EEC IDA IDB I (~~J'd~r UNSF EEC Total IBRD IFC 

--------------~----~----~--- ----------------------- ------------------

SenegaL_______ __ _________ ___ 4. 7 -------- -------- -------- -------- (1) . 5 4. 2 14: ~ ======== ======== ======== ======== (1). 3 -----~~- - ---~~~~ 

~~~~~~1~~-~~~~~~~~~=~~~ ---;H ~=~;~~!~ =:~~~~~~ ~~~m,: ~~::~~=~ (') ! ::::;-;: ::::;:i: ii ;;:74~·; ==~~~=~~ ;;;i'~·; ~=~:~::: ::! :i :::::~; 
Other African countries______ _ 3. 9 -------- -------- -------- -------- · 2 3. 7 5· 1 -------- -------- -------- ---- --- - · 7 4· 4 

Fr:is~~~unity -~~- 3_ 8 ________ -------- ________ ____ . i 3. 7 4. ~ ------ -- ---- ---- -------- -- -- ---- . ~ -------- -----~~~ 
Portuguese possessions___ .1 ------ -- -------- -------- --- - (I) · ======== ======== : 1 ======== ======== ======== ======== :1 ___________ __ __ _ Regi~~~Tr:~r~~Je:r;~~fiios= ---- i~4- ======== ======== ======== ======== 1. 4 -------- ---- -- -- 4· 8 ---- ---- ----- --- -------- -------- 4· 8 -------- ------- -

:~l~t~;~~~=~~~~::::::: ::::;:;: :::::::: :::::::: :::::=:: :::::::: !:ll,l:::::::: :::::::: l~j __ !il:~_ :::: ~:~: :::::::: :::::::: &. ::::i=;: :::::::: 

ExHmiT 1 
LANGUAGE CAPABILITIES AND TRAINING OF U.S. 

NONMILITARY PERSONNEL AT FOREIGN SERVICE 

POSTS 

The Department of _State recognizes the 
need for the further development of language 
skills, particularly in the field of the esoteric 
or "hard'• languages, among its personnel 
already serving overseas or preparing for 
assignment at posts abroad. To this end, the 
Department is intensifying "hard" language 
training both in Washington and in the 
field. At most . posts where U.S. person
nel are stationed there are now at 
least a few officers with sufficient proficiency 
in one of the primary local languages, and/or 
a transplanted Western language that is 
widely used in government circles, who can 
take care of the essential representational 
and negotiating responsibilities. This_ does 
not mean, however, that we have a sufficient 
number of language specialists at all the 
posts where the so-called hard languages are 
used. Nor does it mean that all American 
personnel stationed at these posts have even 
an elementary courtesy level of the primary 
local language which the Department con~ 
siders desirable. The need for more Ameri
can linguists with a high level of proficiency 
in the languages of such areas as southeast 
Asia and the Arab-speaking world is, in fact, 
urgent. 

we are well aware that our national in
terests cannot be served to best advantage 
at posts where we have few language special
ists among American personnel and are de
pendent, therefore, to a large extent on local 
employees serving as interpreters. Conse
quently, we are making serious efforts to 
expand the capabilities of our American 
personnel to communicate in the local lan
guages as a means of cultivating good will 
and enhancing the acquisition of firsthand 
detailed knowledge of attitudes and develop
moents in the area. We are also taking steps 
to encourage all personnel to acquire at least 
a courtesy level of proficiency in a primary 
language of their post of assignment. 

The situation is not one that can be im
proved in short order, however, because of 
other demands of the Service, including 
training in many fields besides language, and 
above all because of the duration of studies 
needed to acquire a useful knowledge of some 
of the hard languages. Some of the Asian 
languages in particular, such as those hav
ing a tonal system, which-results in a single 
word having as many as a half-dozen mean
ings, depending on the pitch of one's voice, 
are so alien to Western habits of speech that 

a Includes $30,000,000 loaned to Belgian Government for Congo. 
• For road which wiU also benefit Senegal and Sudan . 

years of study may produce at best a limited 
conversational ability, unless the student is 
unusually gifted in learning the particular 
language. 

The proportions of the "hard" language 
problem as a whole may not be readily ap
parent to Americans accustomed to living 
and traveling in a continentwide nation in 
which one language is spoken with omy 
minor variations, or even to those who have 
had experience in Western Europe where 
most languages are spoken throughout each 
nation, despite some variations in dialect, 
and are for the most part related at least 
distantly to one another and to our own. 
In many of the Asian and African countries, 
on the other hand, it is the rule rather -than 
the exception that a number of languages, _ 
often of widely different origins and struc
ture, are spoken within a single country's 
borders. There are, for example, 20 lan
guages and major dialects in Afghanistan, 
and in India's 1951 census 845 different lan
guages and major dialects were recorded. 
Even after eliminating from consideration 
large numbers of languages which are spoken 
by minority groups, the Foreign Service is 
confronted with a language problem of stag
gering proportions. India alone has 14 of
ficial languages. Worldwide, there are be
tween 60 and 80 languages in which it would 
be highly desirable to have Foreign Service 
officers qualified to conduct official business. 
Desirable as competence in any of the thou
sands of other languages might be, the De
partment, as a matter -of practicality, has 
had to address its interest to official lan
guages which are spoken by majority groups 
in each nation. The Department's goal, 
therefore, cannot be to train personnel to 
communicate expertly with every separate 
language-speaking group around the world, 
but must be the more realistic one of de
veloping language skills among the officers 
assigned to each country so that they may 
have some knowledge of at least the prin
cipal local language. 

The problem is simplified in some measure 
by the fact that a number of African and 
southeast Asian countries have adopted 
French or English as a lingua franca to cut 
across the maze of local languages and dia
lects. Elsewhere in the world German, 
Italian, Portuguese, or Spanish are highly 
useful languages. In Burma, English is used 
for official purposes; ·its Constitution is 
written in both English and Burmese. In 
Cambodia, Khmer (or Cambodian, a language 
completely unrelated to the neighboring Thai 
and Vietnamese, both tonal languages) is 
spoken by only some three million inhabit-

ants out of a total of about 4,845,000, and 
French is used widely among the Cambodians 
themselves in commercial and government 
circles. In Laos, French is the second 9fficial 
language. In Thailand, English is used fre
quently among Thai officials and commercial 
classes. In the Republic of Vietnam 
French is often spoken in preference to local 
languages in commercial and government 
circles. 

Roughly a third of all Foreign Service 
officers have a level of proficiency in French 
sufficient to satisfy representational re
quirements and to handle their professional 
work, 20 percent in Spanish and 18 percent 
in German. An additional 12 to 17 percent 
can handle minimum working requirements 
and are approaching the professional level 
of proficiency in their languages. These 
languages are either primary or secondary 
languages at over half of the Foreign Serv
ice posts -in the world. Consequently, in all 
but a few areas of the world our ability to 
communicate effectively cannot be measured 
accurately on the basis of how many per
sons possess the native language but rather 
on the basis of the total capability of our 
oversea personnel to converse effectively 
either in the native language or in a 
primary-alternate or secondary language. 

According to the latest statistics avail
able-those as of May 31, 1961-approxi
mately 41 percent of the oversea civilian 
officers serving with the Department of 
State, USIA, and ICA in non-English-speak
ing countries had at least a working level 
of proficiency of the primary or the secpnd
ary foreign language, or both, of the coun
try to which they were assigned. In the 
case of Ambassadors and Foreign Service 
officers, this percentage on an overall world
wide basis, exclusive of English-speaking 
countries, has ris~n to abo_ut 63 percent. 
For USIA this percentage is 49. The figure 
for ICA-22 pe:rcent--is much lower· since 
its personnel are recruited primarily not for 
purposes of engaging in representation and 
negotiation but for their professional quali
fications in specific technical fields. As of 
the date indicated above, the Department 
of State, USIA, and ICA together had ap
proximately 679 officers who were trained· 
in the various esoteric or "hard" languages. 
Of these, 485 were in the employ of the 
Department of State, 138 in USIA, and 41 In 
ICA. _ 

At over half of the foreign language 
posts in the world, where the widely used 
languages such as French, German, ' and 



1961 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 15969 
Spanish are used, from 60 to 80 percent of 
our personnel speak the local language. 

Although ability to communicate in a 
foreign language can help to bring about 
better understanding and facilitate negotia
tions, it cannot serve as a substitute for 
knowledge, judgment, and dedication, the 
human qualities that make for trust and 
respect and enhance the capacity for 
leadership of U.S. staffs and programs in a 
particular country. Having said this, it is 
still palpably necessary, however, given the 
imperative circumstances imposed on us by 
world conditions, to press ahead vigorously 
to equip our personnel assigned overseas 
with the language and area skills they need 
to carry out their heavy and increasing 
responsibilities. 

It is the intent of the Department of 
State, in carrying out the provisions of Pub
lic Law 86-723, that no officer be assigned 
to a post where the knowledge of one of 
the widely used languages is important in his 
job without a minimum working knowledge 
of the appropriate language. Prior to going 
overseas, training is given in Washington to 
those who do not already have the minimum 
requirement in the language concerned. 
Personnel who do not achieve a minimum 
working level of proficiency before leaving 
Washington for their posts, or those who 
are direct-transferred from another Foreign 
Service post, are expected to attain job-level 
language proficiency or, if assigned to posi
tions with no designated language require
ment, to attend a minimum of 100 hours 
of instruction in the primary language at 
the rate of more than 1 hour a day when
ever possible. 

The Foreign Service Institute, which since 
it was organized in 1946 has been engaged 
in language instruction, is currently teaching 
22 languages on a full-time intensive basis in 
Washington to Foreign Service officers and 
employees of other agencies including USIA 
and ICA who are assigned to oversea posts. 
Advanced Chinese; Arabic, and Japanese are 
taught at branch schools in Taichung, Beirut, 
and Tokyo, respectively. This type of in
tensive training involves up to 6 class hours 
a day. As of June 1, 1961, there were 177 
students· enrolled for periods ranging from 
6 to 24 months in the more esoteric lan
guages of the Far East, South Asia, Near 
East, Africa, and Europe. Another 194 stu
dents were enrolled ·in courses of 16 to 24 
weeks (mostly 16 weeks) duration in the 
widely used languages such as French, Span
ish, German, Italian, and Portuguese. In 
addition to these, 283 employees were en
rolled in part-time classes conducted at 
the Foreign Service Institute in Washing
ton in the early morning before office hours. 
A part-time extension program is operated 
at 197 posts overseas in 53 different languages. 
Over 4,700 students are enrolled in this pro
gram, and this figure does not include those 
who are engaged in foreign language study 
at their own expense. 

To increase awareness of the importance 
attached to the acquisition of languages and 
to promote retention of languages already 
learned, the Department of State since Au
gust 1958 requires each Foreign Service of
ficer to undergo a language checkup approxi
mately every 2 years, or before he is 
sent _or returned to an oversea assignment. 
This testing is administered by the Foreign 
Service Institute whose testing standards 
are extremely high. As of January 1961, 
approximately 2,540 Foreign Service officers 
had been tested in 31 languages. Sixty per
cent of these have a tested speaking profi
ciency in at least one language at the mini
mum professional level, while about 85 
percent have at least a routine working pro
ficiency (sufficient to satisfy routine social 
and official requirements) in at least one 
foreign language. 

THE SILENCING OF MILITARY 
OFFICERS 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, as 
a result of the order by Secretary Mc
Namara silencing the officers of the 
military from making certain speeches 
concerning their feelings about their 
country, a great hue and cry has arisen 
across the country. This is expressed in 
editorials being received daily from dif
ferent newspapers in the United States. 
I ask unanimous consent that several of 
these editorials be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorials 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Columbia Record, Aug. 9, 1961] 

CONTRACTION IN DEFENSIVE POSTURE 
Under a National Security Council direc

tive of 1958, during the Eisenhower ad
ministration, military leaders stressed the 
threat of communism in their patriotic 
indoctrination of troops. They also partici
pated in civilian cold war seminars, such 
as was held in February at Fort Jackson, and 
in other ways countered the Red menace. 

A change in policy became evident in Jan
uary when Admiral Burke, Chief of Naval 
Operations, had to revise a speech because 
of its rough tone toward the Soviets. Other 
incidents followed to indicate a softening or 
compromising attitude. For example Maj. 
Gen. Edwin A. Walker was relieved of com
mand of an Army division in West Germany 
after a scandal sheet accused him of strong 
right wing remarks and actions, some of 
which have since been denied. 

The question of muzzling the military 
broke on the floor of the U.S. Senate when 
Senator STROM THURMOND introduced into 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a copy Of a memo
randum that had been leaked to some news
papers. The memorandum had been pre
pared by Senator FuLBRIGHT, chairman of 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, and 
had. been sent to the President and the 
Secretary of Defense. Some executive di
rectives had followed some of its recom
mendations. 

In general, the memorandum recommended 
that dissemination of information on the 
Communist threat be taken out of the hands 
of military men. It branded them as in
capable of handling this intelligence in line 
with the new administration policy. It fur
ther recommended transfer of the National 
War College from military to civilian con
trol and suggested that officers be required 
to undergo certain educational indoctrina
tion in order to receive promotions. Since 
the memorandum was directed against right 
wing thinking, it carried the implication that 
military leaders must conform to left wing 
principles and promulgate the left wing 
point of view in order to advance in the 
service. 

Attacking the memorandum in Senate ad
dresses, Senator THURMOND said: "The impli
cation of this document • • • constitutes a 
clandestine assault on the fundamental 
foundations of our Republic. It is a smear 
campaign, utilizing innuendo based on un
substantiated allegations. One cannot es
cape the implication of this document that 
the exercise of national sovereignty by the 
people is undesirable. The real issue in this 
matter is whether the American people shall 
be given the facts whereby they, themselves, 
can exercise the sovereignty which is theirs; 
and whether the American people through 
the machinery of our Republic, shall have the 
final say on policies of the United States of 
America. The phi~osophy candidly ex
pressed in the memorandum [is] that th~ 
American people are not to be trusted with 
governing themselves, particularly with ref
erence to matters of foreign· policy." 

The press generally has preserved a si
l(mce about the memorandum that might 
be a lull before the storm. The furor over 
Senator Thurmond's revelation is mounting 
and he has promised to go deeper into the 
issue. The Fulbright memorandum has been 
published in full in the State. The current 
issue of U.S. News & World Report devotes 
two pages to it. Senator THURMOND cites 
these paragraphs as the heart of the memo
randum : 

"The American people have never really 
been tested in such a struggle (the 'twilight 
struggle' President Kennedy mentioned in 
his inaugural address) . In the long run, it 
is quite possible that the principal problem 
of leadership will be, if it is not already, to 
restrain the desire of the people to 'hit 
the Communists with everything we've got.' 
particularly if there are more Cubas and 
Laoses. Pride in victory, and frustration in 
restraint, during the Korean War, led to 
MacArthur's revolt and McCarthyism. 

"This problem of democratic attitudes to
ward foreign policy has never been better 
stated than by De Toqueville, who wrote: 

"'Foreign politics demand scarcely any of 
those qualities which a democracy possesses; 
and they require, on the contrary, the perfect 
use of almost all those faculties in which it 
is deficient . A democracy is unable to regu
late the details of an important undertak
ing, to persevere in a design, and to work out 
its execution in the presence of serious ob
stacles. It cannot combine its measures 
with secrecy, and it will not await the con
sequences with patience. These are quali
ties which more especially belong to an in
dividual (a dictator), or to an aristocracy (or 
an oligarchy or presidium.)' 

"He also wrote of 'the propensity which 
democracies have to obey the impulse of 
passion rather than the suggestions of pru
dence, and to abandon a mature design for 
the gratification of a momentary caprice.'" 

"This," said Senator THURMOND, "is not an 
indictment of military leaders for usurping 
military control, but an indictment of the 
ability of the American people to govern 
themselves and to know what is best for 
themselves." 

The tenor of the memorandum is that 
Americans need no indoctrination in the Red 
menace confronting them, that a softer ap
proach is needed in the fight with com
munism, that it is the business of only the 
Washington insiders what defensive posture 
we should take, and that the commissar sys
tem or its equivalent should be adopted. 
The theses are inconsistent with the prin
ciples of government for, by and of the 
people. 

[From the Gree:J?-ville News, Aug. 8, 1961] 
THURMOND AIDS IN EXPOSING RETREAT ON NEW 

FRONTIER 
(By Holmes Alexander) 

wASHINGTON .-Something like 5 hours of 
serious Senate discussion on a dead serious 
subject recently got little or no mention in 
the metropolitan press-but the Senators in
volved intend to keep on shouting till they 
are heard. The matter was summarized by 
Senator MuNDT, Republican of South Da
kota, on Monday, July 31. 

"Today," said MuNDT, "I received in my of
fice two calls from persons who wanted to 
get more information about the matter. 
There was not a single word about it in the 
Sunday editions of the Washington news
papers, not a single word about what oc
curred on the fioor of the Senate during 
those several hours of informative discus
sion on Saturday.'' 

What is this taboo'd subject? Well, it re
lates to an attempt by three Senators- . 
MUNDT, THURMOND, Democrat Of South Caro
lina, and GoLDWATER, Republican of Arizona, 
to show that there exists a brute force effort 
to muzzle the anti-Communist military: 
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Since so little about it has reached print, I 
think a foreshortened blow-by-blow account 
is in order. 

July 21: THURMOND, a member of the 
Armed Services Committee and a combat offi· 
cer in World War II, learned that Senator 
FULBRIGHT, chairman of Foreign Relations, 
had fired off a memorandum to the Secretary 
of Defense against military officers indoctri
nating their troops, or groups of civilians, 
against the dangers of Communist infiltra
tion. THURMOND demanded, but did not get, 
a satisfactory accounting from FULBRIGHT. 

July 26: THURMOND made a lengthy and 
furious attack against the administration 
for throttling its military officers. He also 
entered into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD SeV
eral samples from the Communist newspa
per, "The Worker," showing that the latest 
attack upon our military leaders had first 
occurred in this enemy journal. 

July 29: THURMOND came back with an
other speech on the same subject and new 
samples from "The Worker." This time, in 
an issue predated July 30, "The Worker" 
was much more specific. It revealed that 
the Kennedy administration was in the 
process of removing the last vestiges of a 
1958 Eisenhower policy, known as the Rad
ford Directive, in which officers were author
ized to participate in anti-Red information 
programs, such as defense strategy seminars 
and the showing of documentary educa· 
tiona! films. 

"The Worker" excoriated some of our fin
est officers by name--Admiral Burke, Gen
eral LeMay, General Van Fleet, General Tay
lor, and Lieutenant General Trudeau, now 
chief of Army Research and Development, 
but the candidate of many Senators, Con
gressmen, and military writers to become the 
new head of the Central Intelligence 
Agency, or some equally responsible job in 
direct conflict with communism. 

July 28: Senator GoLDWATER made a rous
ing speech on the subject of military muz
zling in Houston, Tex. Addressing the State 
convention of the American Legion, GoLD
WATER got after FULBRIGHT for the latter's 
alleged charge that "the virus of rightwing 
radicalism" was rampant and ruinous in the 
Armed Services. GoLDWATER added several 
outside examples to show how upper echelon 
officers are being silenced. Among his 
examples: 

The Aviation News, April 20, 1961: "The 
trend today toward one-man censorship of 
all information from the Pentagon continues 
to accelerate • • • ." 

The Army, Navy, Air Force Journal, May 
13, 1961: "Professional military thought and 
expression (are) under attack at the 
Pentagon • • •." 

The Milwaukee Journal, April 17, 1961 
took the administration line and reported· 
"The admirals and generals from pretty 
much of a closed and mean union. • • • 
They undermine official policy." 

The Chicago Sun-Times, July 20, 1961 re
ported that "a dangerous movement is a'foot 
to get LeMay as a means of undermining 
a hard line on Berlin." 

It all added up to the Thurmond-Mundt
Goldwater effort of July 31 to put the news 
across to the public-news that one of the 
strangest retreats of the cold war is being 
conducted by the New Frontier. 

KEEP MILITARY ALERT TO REDs 
[From the Spokesman Review, July 24, 1961] 

Some of America's most patriotic and 
knowledgeable men, so far as the Communist 
threat is concerned, are officers in our mili
tary establishments. Some are called upon 
t speak occasionally on some aspect of the 
Red drive to undermine our Government. 
Some are exceptionally alert to the need for 
informing otber Americans of Communist 
strategy and tactics in this country and 
abroad. 

Now, apparently upon the suggestion of 
Senator J. WILLIAM FULBRIGHT, chairman of 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, the 
secretary of defense has issued an unusual 
directive. 

In effect, this directive orders military of
ficers to stick to military matters in public 
speeches and to avoid cooperation or spon
sorship in meetings at which "extremist 
speeches" are made by civilians alert to 
subversive forces at work in America. 

A Democratic associate of Mr. FULBRIGHT 
has properly raised an issue over this evident 
effort to silence or intimidate military of
ficials who speak up in opposition to sub
versive elements. 

Senator STROM THURMOND, of South Caro
lina, who is a major general in the Army Re
serve, knows the value of keeping our mili
tary men alert and in having them properly 
informed on how the Reds operate. 

Senator THURMOND should have the sup
port of all citizens who do not want our 
responsible military leaders gagged for de
fending, in peacetime, the principles for 
which they are called upon to fight in time 
of war. 

[From the News and Courier, Aug. 5, 1961] 
FAILURE OF "INTELLECTUALS" 

Onetime college president Senator J. WIL
LIAM FULBRIGHT, Democrat, Of Arkansas, is 
deeply concerned that the mmtary has been 
sponsoring speakers "heavily weighted to one 
view." With his academic background, Sen
ator FULBRIGHT undoubtedly has had plenty 
of opportunity to become fam111ar with one· 
sided presentation. In the last few decades, 
American colleges and universities have be
come increasing notorious for such tenden
cies. 

The military's attempt to alert the people 
of the United States to the immediate and 
terrifying nature of the Communist dan
ger is in part no more than natural reac
tion to contrary tendencies on the campus. 
In the academic groves, the strident voice 
of the leftist, the appeaser, and the interna· 
tionalist derider of patriotism form a chorus 
that is almost free from challenge. 

Not only has the conservative college pro
fessor been silenced, but any sort of ef
fective and rational dissent encounters the 
most savage intolerance. In his "Collectiv
ism on the Campus," Prof. E. Merrill Root 
has amply documented pressures and punish
ments the conservative can expect. Carle
ton Putnam more recently found many sci
entists so terrified by egalitarian menace 
as to be unwilling to undertake serious dis
cussion of the race issue at all. 

The conservative's fears are based on fum 
ground, as evidenced by the recent dismissal 
of two young instructors from a New York 
institution. Liberal students and others 
seem to have been aroused by such activi
ties of the instructors as the showing of the 
film "Operation Abolition" at the campus 
Conservative Club, and by criticisms of the 
United Nations. 

Heavyhanded methods, however, are sel
dom needed. Studies such as "the academic 
marketplace" reveal that politics and con· 
formity are as rampant in the halls of ivy as 
in the business world so ruthlessly exposed 
in "The Organization Man." Add the testi
mony from the book "The Academic Mind" 
as to the overwhelming "liberal" predomi
nance in higher education, and it is readily 
comprehended that the truly independent 
or conservative mind today must pay a price 
of silence for acceptance and survival. 

As for research grants, the highroad to 
scholarly achievement and recognition to
day, the same situation prevails. One of 
this country's best known historians, an out
standing figure in the academic world, com
mented privately a couple of years ago that 
grants were simply not available any longer 
except to men of acknowledged liberal view
points. The conditions in the great founda-

tions, from which most research money de
rives, have been exposed by Rene Wormser. 
The Ford Fund for the Republic, for all its 
obvious leftist bias, is by no means ex
ceptional. 

In his criticism of the military, Senator 
FULBRIGHT merely expresses the resentment 
felt by the all-powerful forces within the 
academic community toward any who chal
lenge the current intellectual dogmas. But 
challenge of appeasement, defeatism, and 
subversion are necessary if the Republic is 
to survive. 

Challenge there will be. We agree that 
the intellectuals of this country should be 
leading the fight against communism. So 
far they have not only . refused to provide 
leadership, but have opposed those who have 
displayed willingness to fight the greatest 
menace ever faced by civilized mankind. 
Most Americans will not be disposed to 
criticize those who courageously, if awk
wardly, seek to perform a necessary task 
otherwise left undone. 

SPACE BONDS 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, some 

time ago I suggested that the adminis
tration should look into the possibility 
of issuing space bonds to help finance 
our Nation's race into outer space. This 
idea has won increasing support in all 
parts of the country. At this point, when 
many people are very much concerned 
over increasing military expenditures 
and the danger of inflation, the proposal 
for space bonds l:as an added appeal. 
Not only could we use these bonds to 
bolster our boosters, but also they can 
back up our budget by taking money 
which might otherwise be used for im
mediate spending and consumption and 
directing it toward our Nation's space 
efforts. 

Americans are still asking themselves 
as individuals what they can do to help 
advance our country's ideals. If the 
administration will pursue this kind of 
idea with imagination and persistence, 
I think it will be able to establish one 
very good way in which the average 
American citizen can contribute to 
strengthening the whole free world. As 
an illustration, one way to interest our 
space-minded youngsters in this pro
posal might be to offer reservations on 
a space :flight to the moon to all who 
invested in a given amount of space 
bonds. There is a lot of mileage in this 
proposal, and I certainly hope the ad
ministration will see its way to a vigorous 
and enterprising ~pproach in the entire 
field of savings bonds, and most par
ticularly to the initiation of a new series 
of space bonds. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD fol
lowinrr my remarks editorials from New 
York, Pennsylvania, and Florida news
papers supporting the space bonds pro
posal. 

There being no objection, the edi
torials were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
SPACE BONDS PLAN STUDIED BY TREASURY IN 

OVERALL REVIEW 
WASHINGTON.-The Treasury Department 

is considering the issuance of a new type of 
savings bond, to be known as "space "bonds," 
it is reported here. 

The Treasury has under study the pro
posed new type of bond, to help finance 
Ainerica's missile and space program, as 



1961 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 15971 
part of a broad review now underway of 
the savings bond program. 

The "space bonds" have been urged by 
Senator KENNETH B. KEATING, Republican, 
of New York, while Senator JACOB JAVITS, Re
publican, of New York, and Senator JOHN J. 
WILLIAMS, Republican, of Delaware, have 
been suggesting the issuance of "peace 
bonds." 

Senator KEATING received from Treasury 
Secretary Douglas Dillon a letter saying, 
"The public interest fully justifies the ef
fort that we are making to review the shape 
of our whole savings bond program, .includ
ing the specific use of the space bond." 

When space bonds were originally pro
posed, the Treasury reportedly was doubt
ful of the idea. As Senator KEATING said, 
"The initial reaction of the Treasury De
partment was not favorable." He added, 
"I'm glad that the Department is taking a 
second look." 

Senator KEATING added a "full-time con
sultant has been engaged to study the en
tire savings bond program, including the 
specific use of the space bond. I am hopeful 
that this study will lead to an imaginative 
and enterprising Government effort to sell 
space bonds." 
· .It is learned that Tinder Secretary of the 
Tr~asury for Monetary Affairs Robert Roosa 
is in overall charge of the revision of the 
savings bonds effort. He has associated with 
him Prof. John N. Kareken, an economist 
of the University of Minnesota. 

The fact that Mr. Roosa is leading the 
study of space, peace and savings bonds, 
indicates to observers that he will consider 
the promotion of these bonds along with 
his responsibility for Treasury debt manage
ment. 

Treasury Secretary Dillon promised Sen
ator KEATING that "I will give a full report" 
on developments "at the earliest possible 
time." -

Meanwhile the national Rocket Club is 
supporting Senator KEATING in his efforts to 
popularize space bonds and has produced 
a space bonds saving stamp designed with 
astronaut Alan B. Shepard's li}teness on it. 

Harold A. Timken, Jr., president of the 
Rocket Club, declared that a "space bonds 
program could be of tremendous assistance 
to the acceleration of the U.S. space effort." 

"How CAN I HELP?" BONDS 
In the 20 years since they were first issued 

as war bonds, more than $100 billion worth 
of U.S. savings bonds have been bought by 
the American people. Today they hold close 
to $44 billion worth of these securities. 
Eight million Americans are purchasing them 
regularly through payroll deduction plans 
operating where they are employed. 

The money raised by the sale of these bonds 
is us.ed for general Treasury purposes. Now, 
on the basis of President Kennedy's "what 
can I do for my country?" appeal, the White 
House is said to be considering the issuance 
of new types of bonds in small denomina
tions to finance specific projects. 

Senator KENNETH B. KEATING, New York, 
Republican, recently proposed the sale of 
"space bonds," to help the Nation's space 
program. There ~as also been a suggestion 
for another series of bonds to provide funds 
for our foreign aid program. Adoption of 
such proposals would give Americans the op
portunity for a safe and profitable invest
ment and at the same time a means of 
contributing to the success of the particular 
Government activities in which they may 
have a special interest. 

[From the Jacksonville Journal, Aug. 1, 1961] 
ONE WAY To HELP 

Many Americans are still asking, "What can 
I do for my country?" One way they can help 
America and themselves is to buy U.S. sav
ings bonds. The illustration clearly shows 

what a good investment this can be both in 
the future of the United States and in one's 
own future. 

Quimby Melton, 71-year-old publisher of 
the Griflln (Ga.) Daily News, asked himself 
one day what he could do for his country. 
Here's the answer in his own words: 

"I came up with the idea: If everyone will 
buy one or more U.S. savings bonds during 
the month of May, it will be proving that 
they not only talk patriotism but are back
ing this talk up. I hit on the idea of call
ing the campaign 'Confidence in Uncle Sam 
Unlimited.' It caught fire. When May was 
over, Griffin folk had invested more than 
four times as much in the bonds as they 
did in April. 

The plan was so successful that the record 
sales carried over into June. Then Wash
ington officials heard of the campaign and 
four Cabinet officers sent checks. Now, says 
Melton, the Government is thinking about 
copying his plan on a national scale. The 
Government is also reportedly investigat
ing a new kind of bond plan that would let 
citizens earmark their investments for par
ticular Federal programs such as foreign aid 
or space work. 

Space bonds were first suggested by Sena
tor KENNETH B. KEATING, Republican, of New 
York, who pointed out that the Government 
has received a number of checks in the mail, 
ranging up to $100, from citizens who want 
to give something extra to advance the U.S. 
space effort. 

Savings bonds would seem to be the best 
bet of any. They enable the Government to 
use the money borrowed as it sees fit. In any 
event, the citizen who invests in these bonds 
can take satisfaction in knowing he has 
given one of the best answers to the ques
tion: "What can I do for my country?" 

PRIVATE EFFORTS TO PROMOTE 
NATIONAL TOURIST ATTRACTIONS 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, lately a 
great deal of attention has been devoted 
to Federal governmental efforts to pro
mote and encourage tourism to the 
United States. I believe that the most 
important supplement to the activities 
of · the International Travel Service re
cently established in the Commerce De
partment is the work of private Ameri
can groups to encourage tourism. I feel 
very strongly on this point, and have 
suggested the establishment of what I 
call local "welcome corps" to supplement 
the work of the International Travel 
Service by greeting and assisting for
eign visitors in key communities 
throughout the United States. I am 
pleased that groups along these lines 
have been set up in a number of our 
important metropolitan centers. 

Mr. President, I wish to call attention 
today to a very unique effort on the part 
of a small group of New Yorkers, which 
I believe might well be made a part of 
our overall efforts to publicize the many 
great attractions of New York City. I 
refer to a publication entitled "New 
York Free for All." This ingenious and 
unusual guide is, as its title suggests, a 
listing of the many particularly unique 
attractions of New York City which are 
free of charge. It is reassuring in this 
era of salesmanship and canned commer
cials to know that interesting opportuni
ties are still available at no cost. 

"New York Free for All" has been 
published on a shoestring for the past 
several years by Mr. Lew Arthur. In his 
most recent edition, he has this delight-

ful comment about the great city of New 
York: 

The essence of the city is in its free
wheeling sights, sounds, and happenings. 
There are constant surprises in store round 
every corner-touching or comic scenes of 
life lived intently, daily, 24 hours. Here we 
can only offer the leads, but keep an open 
mind and heart and you'll discover for your
self the liveliest vaudeville in the world. 

Mr. President, I am happy to call at
tention to this program. I certainly 
hope interesting local programs such as 
this one will perhaps be made a part of 
our Nation's new effort to close the 
"tourist gap" and to encourage visitors 
from overseas to travel to and through 
our great Nation. 

SALE OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED 
HOUSES AT WAVERLY, OHIO 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, yes
terday the U.S. Government sold 323 
houses at Waverly, Ohio. The houses 
were built in 1954 in conjunction with 
the development of the atomic energy 
plant in Pike County, Ohio. A whole
some and encouraging aspect of yester
day's sale was the combination of four 
churches in Ohio to bid upon the prop
erty. They were led by Rev. John Rob
ert Glenn, pastor of the Boulevard Pres
byterian Church, Columbus, Ohio, and 
were able to gather sufficient funds to 
make the high bid. To me, this is an 
encouraging development. The four 
churches are the Boulevard Presbyte
rian Church of Columbus; the First 
Presbyterian Church of Chillicothe; the 
Second Presbyterian Church of Ports
mouth; and the First Presbyterian 
Church of Waverly. 

These four churches combined their 
efforts, had their representatives appear 
in Washington, and were the successful 
bidders for the 323 houses. They con
template using the project to house the 
aged of their churches. 

I am proud that the men and women 
representing those churches had the 
foresight and energy to combine their 
efforts to purchase these 323 houses to 
provide living accommodations for the 
aged of their congregations. 

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill (S. 1983) to promote the for
eign policy, security, and general welfare 
of the United States by assisting peoples 
of the world in their efforts toward eco
nomic and social development and in
ternal and external security, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The absence 
of a quorum has been suggested, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

(At this point, Mr. GOLDWATER took the 
chair as Presiding Officer.) 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. What is the pend
ing business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is the amendment pro
posed by the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. MAGNUSON]. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if I 
may have the attention of the chairman 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL
BRIGHT], it is my understanding that the 
amendment was offered last evening and 
an explanation of it was then made on 
the floor of the Senate. That explana
tion is in the RECORD. It is my further 
understanding that the chairman of the 
committee is willing to accept it. I hope 
at this time he will make his position 
clear. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the 
provision contained in the amendment 
has been in the bill since 1955, I believe. 
I see no objection to it. If it is properly 
administered-and the bidding for the 
insurance is supposed to be on a com
petitive basis-! see no objection, and I 
am ready to accept the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Washington. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now recurs on the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, this amendment is being of
fered on behalf of myself and the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. COOPER]. 

I should like the clerk to restate the 
amendment because the last line has 
been modified to read "8 per centum per 
annum." These words were added to 
make sure that there is no misunder
standing but that the proposal is a ceil
ing on the annual interest rates, and not 
one which would be interpreted as an 
8-percent ceiling for a shorter period. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has a right to modify his amend
ment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I ask that the modified 
amendment be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment of the Senator from Dela
ware, as modified, will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 6, 
after line 3, it is proposed to insert the 
~allowing new subsection 201 (d) : 

(d) Funds made available to carry out 
this title shall not be loaned or reloaned at 
an interest rate in excess of 8 per centum 
per annum. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I will state briefly for the 
RECORD that the proposed amendment is 
similar to one which I offered to the so
called Latin American aid bill. 

The purpose of the amendment is to 
make sure that the money that would be 
furnished under the bill, which totals 

. approximately $8.5 billion for the use of 
the Development Loan Fund, could not 

· be loaned or reloaned by any of the coun
tries involved at interest rates in excess 

of 8 percent per annum. The amend
ment does not propose the 8-percent 
ceiling -as an objective but only as a ceil
ing. In cases where the interest rate 
could be lower it would be advisable for 
it to be lower. 

The U.S. Government has oftentimes 
been looked upon as a Shylock. It has 
been charged that we have been a party 
in certain countries to charging people 
who are buying homes or operating a 
small business interest rates as high as 
15, 18, or 20 percent a year. 

That is not true, but it is true that 
some of the parties who have been bor
rowing this money from our Government 
at low interest rates have in turn been 
charging excessive rates-rates some
times running as high as 20 percent. 

We are furnishing money for these 
loans at rates as low as 2% percent or 
3% percent. It was suggested by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Dillon, 
while in Uruguay the other day that 
some of these loans will be made on the 
basis of 50 years with no interest being 
charged. If we are going to put up 
American taxpayers' money for 50 years 
at no interest charge, or for as low as 
2% or 3% percent, certainly it is unrea
sonable to allow these countries, after 
borrowing it at these ridiculously low 
rates, to relend the money to their peo
ple at interest rates of 12 percent, 15 per
cent, 18 percent, or even 20 percent. 

Rather than creating good will, we 
shall be doing ourselves an injustice. It 
would be much better if we kept the 
money at home. 

I hope the chairman will accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator will 
recall that we had a very long and ex
tended debate on this subject with re
gard to the Latin American program. 
A compromise was finally worked out 
which read as follows: 

Funds made available to carry out this 
title shall not be loaned or reloaned at an 
interest rate considered excessive by the De
velopment Loan Committee established by 
section 205 but in any event no higher than 
the legal rate of interest of the country in 
which the loan is made. 

There is no question in this program 
about the interest rate we will charge. 

The same argument was made before 
that there is a great variety in some of 
these countries. We cannot control the 
state of inflationary pressures in some 
of the countries. One of the main ob
jectives of the program is to gradually 
enlist participation of local capital in the 
formation of such organizations as sav
ings and loan associations, and so forth. 
Did the Senator submit an amended ver
sion of his amendment? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No; the 
amendment which I offered on behalf 
of myself and the Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. CooPER] is exactly the same 
as the printed amendment except that 
we added two words at the end of the 
amendment: "per annum." That was 
done to make sure that the 8 percent 
could not be interpreted as 8 percent, 
for example, for 6 months, and in that 
way get around the clear intent of the 
amendment. We want to be sure that 
it will be 8 ·percent per annum. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I would be willing 
to accept an amendment in the same 
form as the one that was finally put 
into the Latin-American program: It is 
workable. I can assure the Senator that 
the administration and I, along with the 
Senator from Delaware, are not trying 
to increase interest rates. We are try
ing to reduce them. As a practical mat
ter, however, we cannot by fiat reduce 
the interest rates and expect any par
ticipation by the local people. 

I hope the Senator will make his 
amendment conform with what Con
gress did in the other program. After 
conferences between both Houses, we 
agreed with regard to the Latin Ameri
can program to accept the amendment 
that I have proposed. The Senator's 
amendment is directly contrary to the 
best judgment of the people who must 
administer this program. As a practical 
matter it does no good to set up arbitrary 
standards and then fail in any effort to 
enlist local private capital participation 
in the program that we hope to get mov
ing in these underdeveloped countries. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I have 
great respect for the chairman of the 
committee, but the substitute which has 
been suggested by the State Department 
so far as any enforcement provision is 
concerned is not worth the paper it is 
written on. It merely says that they 
will not charge rates which they think 
are too high or rates which are higher 
than the legal rate in the country in
volved. The legal rate is as high as 20 
percent in some of those countries. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not believe 
the Senator from Delaware is correct 
when he says that the legal rate is 20 
percent. The actual rate may be as high 
as that. We. had a few cases, at least, 
called to our attention where in a coun
try like Peru-and I do not like to re
flect upon Peru, but I think that was 
the country involved-in which the legal 
rate was 10 or 12 percent, but the going 
rate, to attract any participation by risk 
capital, was often as high as 15 or 20 
or 25 percent. 

The trouble is that in these countries 
there has been for the last few years 
excessive inflation, and they cannot get 
anyone to lend money at what we would 
call a reasonable rate. If inflation in
creases, a man who has money and has 
loaned it in some cases would lose as 
much as 8 percent. The language in the 
Senator's amendment just will not work. 
We cannot by direct fiat and by passing 
a law cure a situation like that. The 
only possibility of progress is to gradually 
show them the benefits arising from 
gradually working the interest rate 
down. 

It is not too many years ago when we 
had, in our own West, interest rates 
running up to 15 or 20 percent. The 
senior Senator from Arizona the other 
day said he could remember that when 
he was a young man in Arizona they 
often paid 12 to 15 percent for money 
out there. That was not too long ago. 
We are a country which has accumu
lated capital. No one is trying to say 
we want to gouge these people, or that 
we approve of their being gouged. We 
want to develop a workable program. 
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After many hours of debate and con

sultation with the Treasury Department, 
we finally worked out. a compromise 
which, it s.eems to mer is reasonable. I 
hope the Senator will not force us to go 
through all that again. I c.ould almost 
predict that it would finally come out 
this way. I believe that when we voted 
on the Senator's proposal before, in
volving a positive requirement, such as 
that he now proposes, his amendment 
was defeated in the Senate. After long 
hours, we finally reached what I believe 
to be a workable compromise. I plead 
with the Senator to accept the substi
tute I have proposed. 

The language I propose is not with
out force. It says: 

But in any event no higher than the legal 
rate of interest o:f the country in which the 
loan is made. 

That refers to the relending of the 
money. That does not mean that we are 
going to charge that interest rate. No 
one could accuse us of charging a usuri
ous rate if a higher legal rate is charged. 
No one could make a legitimate com
plaint that we were doing something 
wrong. This involves their own law~ We 
cannot rewrite their laws. No one in any 
of these countries could legitimately crit
icize us if their own lending agencies 
loaned money at higher than the legal 
rate. 

I would certainly be delighted to ac
cept an amendment along the line I have 
proposed, but I cannot accept the Sena
tor's proposal, which the Senate rejected 
only a few wee.Ks ago. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. First, 
I wish to say that the Senate did not 
reject our amendment. The Senate 
unanimously approved it. The Senate 
later reversed itself and rejected it after 
the State Department insisted that they 
wanted the right to put American dollars 
out at a low rate of interest but that they 
wanted the people using the money to 
have the right to put it out at rates as 
high as 12 percent or 15 percent. The 
fact is that first the Senate unanimously 
approved my amendment. I believe the 
Senator from Arkansas supported it at 
the time it was o:fiered. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I believe the Sen
ate did that under a misapprehension. 
Besides, it was not the State Department. 
The State Department is not always the 
one that makes mistakes. The Treasury 
Department is the Department we con
sulted. Mr. Leddy, I believe, did tell the 
Senator from Delaware that he thought 
he could live with it, after they examined 
it and went all over it and explained how 
it would work. It was the Treasury De
partment that acknowledged that they 
are the ones primarily responsible in the 
inter-American bank operation. 

It was said there could be no hope of 
success in enlisting the participation of 
local capital if that provision remained 
in the bill. That was why the Senate 
reversed itself. The Senate first voted 
for the provision because Senators were 
under a misapprehension. I did not like 
the proposal at the time, despite state
ments by the Assistant Secretary of State 
t'-' the Senator from Delaware, which I 
thought then and still think was a slip 
made over the telephone, not in a well-

thought-out memorandum. I recall the 
conversation; as a matter of fact, I think 
I suggested to the Senator that. he call 
the Assistant Secretary, and I was greatly 
surprised at what I thought was the mis
taken interpretation which was given. 

However, the Senator from Delaware 
admits that subsequently, after a long, 
laborious, and thorough discussion of the 
question, the Senate reversed itself. 
That was its final judgment. The final 
result is what I read to the Senator. I 
do not understand why he believes he is 
more likely to get this conclusion adopted 
now, after a lapse of only 4 or 5 weeks, 
than he got it then. 

In my opinion, the provision in the 
bill is a reasonable proposal, one which 
ought to be given a chance to work. If 
the reports to the committees indicate 
any great outcries concerning abuses or 
inequities, the committees will be glad to 
consider them. However, I do not be
lieve obstacles should be placed in the 
way of the successful operation of the 
program. It ought to be given a reason
able chance to succeed, in an effort to 
enlist legal capital for the various proj
ects. 

Always remember that it is not in
tended that the United States shall sup
ply the major part of the money for 
these projects. Our purpose is merely to 
help them get started, to provide what is 
called seed capital, to show the people in 
the countries abroad how savings insti
tutions can operate. Such institutions 
have operated well in this country; and 
under the operations of our institutions, 
interest rates have been gradually re
duced over the years. That is what we 
would expect to happen in the foreign 
countries. If the Senator from Dela
ware should succeed in having his pro
posal adopted, there would be no oppor
tunity at all for the program to succeed. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. In the 
Development Loar: Fund, not $1 of for
eign capital is involved and it is not in
tended that $1 of foreign capital be in
volved. These are U.S. dollars, furnished 
by the taxpayers. Congress has a perfect 
right to establish the interest rates which 
will be charged. A ceiling is placed on in
terest rates which can be paid to persons 
who lend their money to the U.S. Govern
ment. Legal interest rates are estab
lished in the respective States. 

The Senator stated that years ago, in 
the development of this country, usurious 
rates of 15 or 20 · percent were charged. 
That did not make it right. I venture 
to say that had the person who was 
charging such high rates in any State 
been obtaining from the Government the 
money which he was lending to the 
people, there would have been a revolt. 

In this instance, the money will be lent 
for periods of 50 years so far as concerns 

·the repayment of principal-50 years 
during which no interest will be charged 
at all. The borrowers will be allowed to 
use the money. Is it unreasonable for 
us to ask them, since they are getting 
this money in order to lend it to their 
people not to charge interest rates in ex
cess of 8 percent? Even 8 percent, in my 
opinion, is far too liberal. Why does the 
administration insist on allowing these 
moneylenders to charge 15 to 20 percent 

on-money which we are furnishing at 
little or no interest? 

Let us stop kidding ourselves. Loans 
are being made in those areas at inter
est rates of 10, 12, 15, and sometimes as 
high as 20 percent, and all the money is 
U.S. money. What does infiation in 
those countries have to do with the 
question? This is U.S. money. If the 
loans are made repayable in the curren
cies of those countries, we shall be the 
losers. 

The time has come when this program 
should be put on a sound basis. That 
is very important. On a previous oc
casion I called the attention of the 
Senate to an instance in a Latin Ameri
can country where an individual who 
owned 2,400,000 acres of farmland was 
borrowing money direct at a rate of 5% 
percent. But under the same program 
the administration proposes to put our 
money through a credit bank in the 
same country whereby an individual 
farmer who wishes to get a loan in the 
same area must pay 12 percent. I do 
not believe that can be justified. 

The criticism of the whole foreign-aid 
program has been that the United States 
has been pouring billions of dollars into 
this field without the money or the bene
fits going directly to the people of the 
countries concerned. The way to make 
certain that the people of the foreign 
countries get the benefits which are in~ 
tended for them is to write restrictions 
into the law. 

The compromise proposal of the Sen
ator from Arkansas is not acceptable so 
far as I am concerned. Personally, I 
would just as soon see nothing in respect 
to it in the bill as to have what is here 
proposed by the administration. 

Mr. President, unless the Senator from 
Arkansas wishes to speak, I shall suggest 
the absence of a quorum. The Senator 
from Kentucky wishes to speak on the 
amendment. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
do not know that I can say any more 
than I have except to offer my substi
tute for the Senator's amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 6, 
after line 3, it is proposed to insert the 
following new subsection 201 (d) : 

(d) Funds made available to carry out 
this title shall not be loaned or reloaned at 
an. interest rate considered excessive by; the 
Development Loan Committee established 
by section 205 but in any event no higher 
than the legal rate of interest of the country 
in which the loan is made. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, if this substitute being o:fiered 
by the Senator from Arkansas is adopted 
money could be loaned at rates as high 
as 12 or 15 percent without any ques
tion being raised. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, be

fore the Senator suggests the absence of 
a. quorum, I ask that the attaches of the 
Senate notify all Senators that this will 
be a live quorum. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I sug
gest the absence of a. quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
LAUSCHE in the chair). The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 

[No. 141] 
Aiken Fulbright Monroney 
Allott Goldwater Morse 
Anderson Gore Morton 
Bartlett Groening Moss 
Beall Hart Mundt 
Bennett Hartke Muskie 
Bible Hayden Neuberger 
Boggs Hickenlooper Pastore 
Bridges Hickey Pell 
Burdick Hill Prouty 
Bush Holland Proxmire 
Byrd, Va. Hruska Randolph 
Byrd, W. Va. Humphrey Robertson 
Cannon Jackson Russell 
Capehart Johnston Saltonstall 
Carlson Jordan Schoeppel 
Carroll Keating Scott 
Case, N.J. Kefauver Smathers 
Case, S. Dak. Kerr Smith, Mass. 
Church Kuchel Smith, Maine 
Clark Lausche Sparkman 
Cooper Long, Mo. Stennis 
Cotton Long, Hawaii Symington 
Curtis Long, La. Talmadge 
Dodd Magnuson Thurmond 
Douglas Mansfield Tower 
Dworshak McCarthy Wiley 
Eastland McClellan Williams, N.J. 
Ellender McGee Williams, Del. 
Engle McNamara Yarborough 
Ervin Metcalf Young, N.Dak. 
Fong Miller Young, Ohio 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHA
VEZ] is absent because of illness. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] is 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BuTLER] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
JAVITS] is detained on official business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the junior Sena
tor from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT]. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were oTdered. 
Mr. BUSH. A parliamentary inquiry, 

Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator will state it. 
Mr. BUSH. Is the Senate on limited 

time? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 
Mr. WILLIAMS o! Delaware. Mr. 

President, I hope the Senate will not ac
cept the substitute which has been 
offered by the junior Senator from 
Arkansas because, as I stated earlier, its 
adoption would in effect place no restric
tions whatever on the amount of interest 
which could be charged as this money is 
reloaned in those countries which have 
excessive rates. If we are not going to 
do the job right, we might as well not do 
anything and let the American people 
know that the sky is the limit as to what 
the people in the countries can be 
charged; and what makes the matter 
worse, the exploiting will be in our name. 

I point out only a few specific ex
amples of what could happen under the 
FUlbright substitute, which puts the ceil

. irig at the legal rates of the respective 
countries. 

Argentina has a legal interest rate of 
10 percent. The legal interest rate in 
Brazil is 12 percent. In Chile the legal 

interest rate is 15 percent. In Colombia 
the legal interest rate in 8 percent. 

In Ecuador the legal interest rate is 
10 percent. In Paraguay the legal inter
est rate is 12 percent. In Peru the legal 
interest rate is from 13 to 13% percent. 
In Uruguay the legal interest rate is 9% 
percent. 

Rates all the way up to 12 or 15 percent 
could be charged for this money which is 
going to be put up by American taxpayers 
on a 50-year loan with no interest. 

We shall not get any good will in those 
-countries by associating ourselves with 
these usurious rates. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will suspend until there is order 
in the Chamber. 

The Senate will be in order. 
I wish especially that the visitors on 

the floor who are not Members of the 
Senate would discontinue their talking. 
The attendants and aids of Senators 
speak more loudly than the Senators. 

The Senator from Delaware may pro
ceed. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, it has been suggested by some 
that one approach to this problem would 
be to adopt a provision that none of the 
money could be loaned or reloaned at 
an interest rate in excess of 5 percent 
over that which is being charged by the 
U.S. Government. I should be inclined 
to support that proposal, but it would 
'be more restrictive. 

What the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. CooPER] and I are proposing is not 
that the charge be 8 percent, but that 
there be an a-percent ceiling on the rate 
of interest that can be charged. 

I point out to the Senate that this 
identical proposal was on one occasion 
approved unanimously by the U.S. Sen
ate. That position was reversed only 
after the Treasury Department and the 
State Department went to the conferees 
and insisted that they wished more flexi
bility in order that those using the cheap 
money which we were putting up could, 
if they wished, keep on charging higher 
rates of interest. 

This proposal would limit the interest 
to 8 percent per annum. It will work. A 
few months ago when we were consider
ing the Latin American aid question, 
at which time I offe,~ed a similar amend
ment, I consulted with Mr. Leddy of the 
Treasury Department. The 8-percent 
rate was substituted for the first sug
gested 6-percent rate because he said 
that the 8-percent figure would work 
better. He admitted at that time he 
thought it would be a constructive 
amendment and had no objection to its 
being adopted. Later somebody changed 
his mind and decided the Department 
did not wish to put on these restrictions. 

Much has been said in recent confer
ences with the South American countries 
and countries throughout the world that 
we would see lower interest rates being 
charged to the people in those countries. 
The way to that is to adopt the amend
ment which would restrict the interest 
rates. 

If we do not adopt the amendment we 
shall find that housing in some of these 
countries which are financed by dollars 
furnished by the U.S. Government at a 
low rate of interest will be sold to the 

people with mortgages· bearing rates of 
12 and 15 percent i.nterest. We shall not 
generate any good will by being a party 
to such "Shylock" interest rates. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the opportunity to join as a co
sponsor of the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 
As he said, this same battle limitation on 
interest rates charged on our money by 
the countries to which we lend money to 
their own people was fought in the Sen
ate a few weeks ago when an amendment 
offered by the Senator from Delaware 
similar to the one which we have pro
posed was agreed to by the Senate. His 
amendment, which I supported, was 
eliminated in conference. Nonetheless 
the reasons supporting the amendment 
at that time lead us today to offer it to 
the pending bill, are the reasons for its 
adoption are even more persuasive and 
cogent than they were at that time. It 
is well for the Senate to know very clear
ly what is proposed by the amendment. 

The committee approved bill which is 
before the Senate provides that the 
President may lend to developing coun
try the sums which are made available 
by Congress upon such terms as he may 
think appropriate. The committee re
port, the statement made by the Presi
dent of the United States, and the state
ments of Secretary of . State Rusk and 
Secretary of the Treasury Dillon, have 
made it clear that the intention of the 
foreign aid bill to make long-term l0ans, 
even to the extent of 50 years, at low 
rates of interest to recipient countries, 
and perhaps without any interest rates at 
all. But nothing is provided in the bill 
regarding conditions applying to the re
loaning of the money which this coun
try provides to institutions and organi
zations in the countries in which our 
money would be made available. 

Although I support the foreign aid 
bill, I remind the Senate that under the 
terms of the bill billions of dollars would 
be made available to those countries 
over a period of 5 years. While the com
mittee bill says n:>thing about the re
loaning of our funds by the countries 
we help, it does provide criteria, upon 
the basis of which the President shall 
make loans to the developing countries. 

I wish to read one criterion, written 
into the bill this year, which the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations and the 
President, state that they consider to 
be important. On page 10, line 6, of the 
bill the following language appears: 

The President is authorized to furnish as
sistance on such terms and conditions as he 
m ay determine in order to promote the eco
nomic development of less developed coun
tries and areas, with emphasis upon assist
ing the development of human resources 
through such means as programs of technical 
cooperation. 

Then four criteria are mentioned to 
determine whether the President shall 
make the proposed loans. I call atten
tion to (4), which provides as one of the 
bases upon which he shall make a loan 
to a country in South America, ·Asia, 
or Africa: 

(4) the extent to which the recipient 
country is showing a responsiveness to the 
vital economic, political, and social concerns 
of its people, and demonstrating a clear 
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willi~gness to take effective self-help meas
ures and to pay a :talr share of the cost o:t 
programs under this title. 

The subsection states. that one of the 
objectives of the bill is to promote social 
and economic reform . in the countries 
we help to enable our money to help the 
people of these countries. All of us are 
familiar with examples of waste-not 
examples-unfortunate-which point 
out that our money has been used for 
the aggrandizement of a few persons in 
the wealthier classes. Inexcusable as 
these examples of misuse of our aid is, 
I think it even more far reaching in the 
long run, is the fact that our money has 
not gotten down to the people to 
raise their living standards. That is 
one of the great purposes of the bill. 
Social and economic reforms may be 
accomplished in these countries if we 
use the influence of the United States
and it is a great influence-because we 
do not have to loan the money unless 
steps in the right direction are made. 
Our amendment would -stop the "Shy
lock" practices in those countries of 
charging exorbitant ·rates of interest, 
which bear upon the poor and backward 
people of those countries,. and the people 
to whom loans are made-will believe 
that the United States is a "Shylock" as 
well as the institution of their own gov
ernments. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 
Mr. CAPEHART. Does the Senator 

have in mind, when he says that he will 
do the things that he outlines, that the 
private enterprise system will be pro
moted in the recipient nations? 

Mr. COOPER. Yes. I was about to 
indicate the kinds of organization to 
which the proposal would apply. _ There 
may be institutions set up in the re
cipient countries with our money to 
make loans to private enterprise, and so 
if we require that our money be loaned 
at lower rates of interest, this practice, 
we hope, they might follow suit in their 
own operations. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Does the Senator 
agree with me that we ought to write in
to the bill a provision that X amount of 
money loaned to a country must go to 
private enterprise? Should we not speci
fy and establish the principle of law that 
we believe in the private enterprise sys
tem, thereby forcing recipient countries 
to accomplish what the Senator has 
suggested? 

Mr. COOPER. I would support some 
moderate provision. I must say, how
ever, that there is no private enterprise 
system as we know it, in many of these 
countries and no saving upon which capi
tal for private enterprise can be estab
lished on a large scale, particularly for 
heavy industry. 

Mr. CAPEHART. If there is no pri
vate enterprise system, and presuming 
that the opposite to such system is social
ism or communism, should we promote 
socialism · and communism in those 
countries? · 

Mr. COOPER. I do not particularly 
agree . with the . statement, simply be
cause, as I have said, the conditions do 
not exist for large private enterprise as 

exists in our country. I am getting off 
my subject. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I want to come back to 
our amendment in a moment. 

I yield to the Senator from Connecti-
cu~ _ 

Mr. BUSH. Apropos of what the Sen
ator from Indiana has said, on Monday 
we agreed to an amendment sponsored 
by the Senator from New York [Mr. 
JAVITS] and myself. I do not believe the 
Senator from Indiana was present at the 
time. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I was here. 
Mr. BUSH. The amendment was de

signed to do exactly what the Senator 
from Indiana has in mind-to promote 
the use of the private enterprise system 
in connection with the proposed loans, 
and to make sure that there would be 
no prohibition on lending the money to 
private enterprisers who may wish to 
invest, and assist in the building process 
in those underdeveloped countries. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I remember clearly 
what occurred. Of course, all the Sena
tor did was to specify by words that the 
countries were to take such action. 
What I wish to do is to make the provi
sion a part of the law. I want Congress 
to go on record as endorsing the prin
ciple of the private enterprise system, 
and say to the world, "We want X 
amount of this money to be loaned to 
private enterprise," rather than to rest 
on the generalities of words stating that 
they can do so. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I think 
the language is pretty specific. The only 
difference between what the Senator has 
in mind and what has already been done 
is that he wants to allocate a certain 
specific sum of the Development Loan 
Fund for .that purpose. Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I want to be sure 
that it is done by law. I want Congress 
to go on record as espousing the prin
ciple of the private enterprise system 
and putting such a principle into the 
law. If the principle is good enough to 
put in words which state that the prin
ciple must be followed, w!ly not ear
mark X amount of money for that pur
pose? 

Mr. BUSH. That is the difference. 
Mr. CAPEHART. That is a big dif

ference. I want to earmark X amount 
of money. 

Mr. BUSH. Yes. 
Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator from 

Connecticut is trying to accomplish the 
same thing, except--

Mr. BUSH. How can the right amount 
.of money be determined? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I shall offer an 
amendment which will provide for 50 
percent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kentucky has the floor. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 
Mr. CAPEHART. I agree with what 

the Senator from Kentucky said a mo
ment ago. If what he read is the pur
pose of the bill, let us be specific. Let 
us write a specific amount into the law. 

Let us not take anything for granted. 
We are taking the taxpayers' money, 
provided under the private enterprise 
system of the United States. Let us 
see that at least 50 percent of the 
amount provided is loaned directly to 
private enterprises. Then I think we 
shall have accomplished something. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the comments that have been 
made. I shall conclude in a moment. 
I wish to return to the theme of my 
argument for the Williams-Cooper 
amendment. Its purpose, as I have 
stated is to achieve one of the objectives 
of President Kennedy, Secretary of State 
Rusk, and Secretary of Treasury Dillon, 
and more important our national objec
tives. The objective is to encourage eco
nomic reform and social reform in the 
countries which we help. They must 
adopt measures which will insure that 
our aid helps them. and enables these 
governments to fulfill the needs of the 
people, and which, we hope, will assist 
them to be economically independent 
and maintain independence. 

One of the practices which will con
tinue to inhibit such development in 
these countries is the practice of lend
ing money at excessive rates of interest. 

The Senator from Alaska has offered 
an amendment which provides that the 
interest rate shall not be 5 percent above 
the loan we make. We propose to make 
country loans to no rate of interest or 
at 1 percent or 2 percent. Of course, 
if we multiply nothing by five, we still 
have nothing. Five percent might be 
too prohibitive. 

Mr. GROENING. My amendment 
does not multiply. It is not one of mul
tiplication, but one of addition. We are 
adding 5 percent. 

Mr. COOPER. Five percent might be 
too prohibitive. 

In substance, our amendment, if 
adopted, will achieve one of the purposes 
of the foreign aid bill, which everyone 
says should be achieved. Our self
interest is involved. Unhappily, al
though we have provided money all over 
the world and in amounts that no other 
country could or would provide, yet 
many governments do not tend to ac
knowledge that fact to their people, and 
most of the people do not even know 
anything about our aid. 

It will help our foreign aid program 
if the people of these countries believe 
we have some heart in the program, 
some interest in them. We must appeal 
to the deep seated interests and hopes 
of the people in Latin America and 
other countries. 

If I remember correctly, the :first coun
try in Latin America to become inde
pendent achieved that status in 1810. 
In the short period of 20 years all the 
other countries became independent 
with the exception of Brazil. Brazil be
came independent around 1850. Al
though they won a glorious independ
ence, and we honor them, we know that 
there has been very little economic re
form. Secretary Dillon is in Latin Amer
ica this week ·preaching social and 
economic reform, and asking these coun
tries to undertake reform measures. · We 
should be more forceful and more de:tl
nite with respect to reform measures in 
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which we believe. The amendment we 
offer is one of the ways to be definite. 

Whatever we do in the Senate in the 
way of passing a foreign aid bill will 
not guarantee the success of the pro
gram. Some of us believe very strongly 
that contipuity of ar- r:urance of funds is 
a precondition for the possibility of 
success. But whatever we do here, leg
islation will not be successful unless the 
administration establishes organization 
and the means to mak~ it successful, 
and more purposeful than ·in the past. 
If the administration starts off its grand 
designs by being weak the issue it augurs 
poorly for the success of the objectives 
of achieving social and economic re_. 
forms. This is our opportunity. I know 
it will be argued that it is not practical. 
One of the great arguments we have· is to 
use our influence to show that it can be 
made practical. 

Mr. President, this matter was fought 
over before and the Senate adopted such 
an amendment. I hope very much that 
we will adopt this amendment today. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, we are 
back at the spot where we were 2 or 3 
months ago in considering loans to the 
Latin American Development Fund. I 
believe that is the name of it; at least 
that will designate it. We are at the 
same point of discussion with respect to 
how to handle this mntter. I recall be
ing present at the meeting of the Ap
propriations Committee when it con
sidered these loans. I must say that I 
was not impressed with the determina
tion of the representatives of the State 
Department to make the loan provision 
meaningful. We had written into the 
language of the report when it came to 
the Senate some language the senior 
Senator from Delaware did not believe 
was adequate. I stilfbelieve that it was 
more adequate than any we have here 
today. However, we have before us a 
clear choice of two ways to proceed at 
the present moment. I want to make 
my own position clear. I shall have to 
vote against the substitute offered by the 
Senator from Arkansas, because it refers 
to a rate considered excessive by the De
velopment Loan Bank and states that in 
no event the rate shall be higher than 
the legal rate of interest in the country 
in which the loan is made. 

Last Friday afternoon there were two 
gentlemen in my office who had spent 
the best part of the last 2 years in 
Brazil. One of the statements made to 
me at that time was that the going rate 
of interest in Brazil, in order to get a 
return on the money and also in the way 
of a hedge against the great inflation 
which is going on there at the present 
time, was something in excess of 2% 
percent per month. That is totally in
comprehensible to any of us. When we 
think of U.S. money going down there, 
I do not want to see that money reloaned 
at 2% percent per month. 

The most important thing about this 
is this feature·. If we do not safeguard 
this particular fund by some such 
method as is proposed, it will not be
come an emissary of good will, but, in.:. 
stead, ·will be turned against us. WhEm 
these "loan funds are reloaned at exces
sive rates, it is going to be turned against 

us in a propaganda warfare that will 
override and supersede by a thousand 
times any good that we can put into this 
bill by authorizing the lending of the 
money. · 

So I hope Senators will not support 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute offered by the Senator from 
Arkansas, although I realize it represents 
the considered general viewpoint of the 
State Department. · · 

The suggestion has been made that 
the Senator from Alaska [Mr. GRUEN
ING J has in mind offering an amendment 
which will limit the overcharge to 5 per
cent. I do not know that a flat rate 
can ·be -set. I know that lending insti
tutions in this country can operate at 
a splendid profit ·on a 5 percent over
charge. 

I believe the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Delaware · [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] and the Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. CooPER] is best, and I am 
happy to join with them in sponsoring 
it. Certainly none of this money will 
be lent, in any instance, at more than 4 
or 5 percent per annum; so even ·with 
an 8 percent limitation, there would be 
a 3 percent override. Anyone who is 
eng~ged in the serious business of de
veloping his own country ought to be 
able to conduct his operations on a 3 
percent override. According to state
ments made at the recent conference in 
Uruguay, and published in the news
papers, some of these funds will be 
loaned at no interest charge at all. 

I urge the Senate to realize that un
less meaningful and tough limitations 
are placed in this proposal, it will later 
be used by the Communist element in 
South America as a propaganda weapon 
against us. It will be said that the 
United States poured its money into 
South America· to be lent to borrowers 
at 5 percent interest, while the people 
who borrow it from the South American 
lenders are paying 10, 12, 15, or 25 per
cent interest. The program can be used 
as a two-edged sword, and the damage 
it will do us later, if restrictions are not 
imposed now, could be and may be far 
more serious than all the benefits we 
shall derive. 

It is said that we cannot treat the 
South Americans in this way. Mr. 
President, this is our money. It belongs 
to me, it belongs to you, it belongs to the 
people in the galleries, it belongs to the 
people on the highways and byways of 
every State in the Nation. When we 
operate a foreign assistance program 
such as this, we have a right to impose 
such limitations on the use of our money 
as we believe will result in justice, equity, 
and a new social order, a social order 
more commensurate with our own ideas 
of democracy and freedom in the coun
tries which lie to the South. 

I hope the Senate will not adopt the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by the Senator from Arkansas, 
but will vote for the amendment of the 
Senator from Delaware and the Senator 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I voted for the Williams amend
ment when it was offered some time ago, 
and I would vote for the Senator's 

amendment today if it could be couched 
in language to '. achieve .the objective 
which I feel certain the Senator from 
Delaware has in mind. Unfortunately,. 
the language proposed by the Senator 
from .Delaware, and the language pro
posed by the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
GRuENING], as well, fails to meet the 
problem which was stated to us in the 
executive session or' the Committee on 
Foreign Relations: Here is the problem: 

When the United States lends dollars 
to a foreign country, the ftinds must, in. 
turn, be reloaned in oth.er. currencies
pesos, for example. The ·person who 
borrows the dollars from us is paying 
for a stable currency. But when he 
lends his. money for housing loans or 
other local loans in the area, his loans 
are made in the local or domestic cur
rency. 

I myself have been opposed to spend~ 
ing foreign-aid money for currency 
stabiljzation in other countries. How
ever, if the cm:rency is not to be stabi
lized in those nations, it must be remem
bered that some of those nations are 
accustomed to having infla~ion of as 
much as 20 percent each year. If those 
people borrow U.S. dollars at, let us say, 
2 ~~ percent, or even at no interest, and 
in turn lend their money but are tied 
to an 8-percent interest rate, it is fairly 
cle~r that any building and loan asso
ciation would go broke if it lent money : 
at 8 percent against a 20-percent infla
tion rate, because of the 12-percent dif
ference as a result of the depreciated 
value of their currency. 

I have been as strongly in favor of 
low-inte.i.'est charges and every move to 
bring about low-interest charges as . a_ny 
other Member of the Senate. Yet I rec
ognize the problem that when there is 
a high degree of inflation, a person who 
lends money at a lmig-term rate 0f 
interest is actually lending money plus 
interest, and must charge enough to 
offset the depreciated value of currency. 
That is particularly true when· a per
son who is lending money must pay it 
back in solid currency, such as the U.S. 
dollar, even though he has lent it in 
depreciating currency, such as the peso 
or the currency prevalent in other for
eign countries. 

This is a problem which is not met by 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Delaware. If there were some device 
to offset the depreciated value of the 
foreign currency, so that when the lender 
lent money, he would get back enough 
to repay the U.S. Government, in turn, 
I would be in favor of such an amend
ment. Unfortunately, when the money 
is being lent in the currency of a nation 
which has a high degree of annual in
flation, for a person faced with 10 . or 
20 percent currency depreciation a year, . 
and to say he must repay the . United · 
States in dollars, would cause the lender 
to lose money. -· 

It is because the amendment of the 
Senator from Delaware does not meet . 
that problem that I feel I must support 
the amendment offered by the chair:-. 
man, in accordance with what the com- , 
mit tee could work out. I am not cer- . 
tain that the chairman has offered the . 
best formula that could ·be devised. · 
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Whether the administration is making 
every effort to make certain that the 
loans will be made at the lowest interest 
rate possible, there is no point in trying 
to assist building and loan associations 
in foregn countries if the conditions on 
which they ·are organized will require 
them to go into bankruptcy. 

It is our hope that this program will 
help to start a building-and-loan and 
housing movement all across Latin 
America, and that it will be only the 
beginning. In the United States today, 
mortgage loans . on an annual basis 
amount to about $15 billion. It is hoped 
that through the Development Loan 
Fund it will be possible to make avail
able something less than $1 billion for 
similar loans for all the countries of 
South America. In that way we shall 
be starting ·a program to help the peo
ple of those countries to participate in 
a worthwhile work. 

However, if a country which has an 
annual inflation of 20 percent is tied to 
an 8-percent interest rate, while the 
lending is done in local currency, and 
the ultimate repayment to us must be 
in U.S. dollars, a condition is imposed 
which could result in the bankruptcy of 
any building and loan association which 
tried to do business on that basis. · 

If a solution to that problem could be 
reached, I would be inclined to vote for 
the proposal. Wo1,1ld the Senator agree 
about that? 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, the logic 
of the Senator from Louisiana is good. 
What he has said is true. On the other 
hand, does he not agree that if meaning
ful restrictions are not placed in this 
proposal, whether by one of these amend
ments or another, the propaganda value 
against the United States, when the 
money is reloaned at 25 to 30 percent in
terest a year-which is the rate being 
charged today in Brazil-will be simply 
astounding, and may be used in such a 
way as to offset any benefit which we 
might receive from spending our money 
in the foreign countries? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Let me try 
to answer in a slightly different way, for 
it is difficult to answer either "Yes" or 
"No." I do not know what the annual 
rate of inflation is in Brazil, this year. 
But if Brazil has, let us say, 20 percent 
inflation this year, then a 25-percent 
interest rate is only 5 percent above the 
depreciated value of the currency there, 
on a loan for 1 year. 

Mr. ALLOTT. The Senator is not far 
wrong in his estimates, I think. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If the Sena
tor were lending money in Brazil and 
were confronted with a 20-percent de·
preciation of the currency, as a sound 
businessman he would have to insist on 
getting at least 20 percent in order to 
offset the depreciation in the value of 
the currency; otherwise, he would have 
made nothing. · _ 

So, to get local people to invest their 
money there, if the currency there were 
stabilized, it would be practical to re:.. 
quire 8 percent, or a higher interest 
rate charge to offset the increase in the 
cost of living or the depreciation in the 
value of the currency, whichever way 
one wishes to look at the situation. 

It might be possible to work this out 
in connection with the administration of 
the program, and I think this is the atti
tude the administration would wish to 
take on this question. An effort could 
be made to see to it that the interest 
rate was realistic and did not greatly 
exceed the increase in the cost of living 
or the depreciation in the value of the 
currency. But it would be an impossible 
condition to impose if there were a re
quirement to repay the loan in dollars 
which tend to be constant in value, 
whereas the money would be loaned in a 
currency which has greatly depreciated 
in value. 

If this arrangement were limited to 
repayments in dollars, and if it were re
quired that on loans made in dollars and 
repaid in dollars the rate should not 
exceed 8 percent, I would be much more 
inclined to go along with the proposal. 
But a provision for an 8-percent interest 
rate maximum, to be applied to one who 
borrows in dollars and lends in pesos or 
some other currency, would mean that 
he would be tied to a relatively low inter
est rate in dealing with a depreciating 
currency; and I can understand how such 
a person would not organize a building 
and loan association, and how a building 
and loan association in that situation 
could not succeed. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, will the Senator from Loui
siana yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. CAN
NON in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Louisiana yield to the Senat01~ from 
Delaware? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. As the 

Senator has said, the arrangement would 
work out satisfactorily if the money were 
borrowed in dollars and were repayable 
in dollars. These are dollar loans. 

As for the arguments that those who 
reloan the money should be provided 
with some flexibility-for instance, al
low them to charge 5 percent in excess 
of the inflationary rate in the country
that is worse yet. Suppose in Brazil 
there were an inflation of 20 percent an
nually. Then should they charge 25 per
cent interest? 

I suggest that the Senator from Loui
siana consider this matter in terms of 
the American citizens. There has been 
inflation in this country. Far too many 
persons advocate a continuing inflation 
of 2 percent to 3 percent in the United 
States; they say that will be sound. If 
there is to be 2 percent to 3 percent for 
inflation-although I disagree that there 
can be sound inflation of any kind-then 
by the same line of reasoning it would be 
necessary to pay 7 percent on our na
tional debt. Money was borrowed in 
this country 10 years ago for 3¥-i percent 
on the E bonds. People who invested 
$75 in an E bond were to be paid back 
$100 at the end of 10 years. But we 
know that as a result of the inflation 
which has occurred in this country-it is 
impossible to buy with $100 today what 
could have been purchased with $50 10 
years ago. In short, because of the in
flation which has occurred in the United 
States, one-third of the people's prin-

cipal as well as their interest has been 
taken away. 

I respect the Senator from Louisiana, 
but I do not see how one can say that an 
American citizen should not be protected 
against inflation here at home and then 
advocate, at the taxpayers' expense, pro
tection against inflation for some money
lender in South America. 

Is it not about time that we give some 
consideration to our own citizens? Cer
tainly there can be no justification at 
any time or anywhere for 20-percent or 
30-percent interest charges on mort
gages. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. All I can say 
is that small doses of medicine given 
over a long period of time might work 
better than large doses given in a shorter 
period. If the amount of inflation in the 
last year has been 1 percent, a person 
earning from 3 percent to 3% percent on 
his money might nevertheless make, on a 
sound, good loan, enough over and above 
the amount of inflation, so that the loan 
might still be worthwhile. 

I recognize, as does the Senator, that 
during World War II people realized that 
there would be depreciation of the cur
rency, and even the amount of interest 
paid then in the United States was not 
sufficient to allow for a reasonable 
amount of interest return, plus enough 
to make up for depreciation in the 
value of the currency. The same was 
true during the Korean war, when in the 
United States there was some 10-percent 
inflation. Of course, one who invested 
his money in property, which retained its 
value, perhaps, was wise. 

But in countries where, year in and 
year out, there is from 10 percent to 20 
percent inflation, and especially if there 
were to be a requirement to pay back 
the loan, not in the local currency in 
which the money received would be 
loaned to the citizens of those countries, 
but in American dollars which remain 
constant in value, the person caught in 
the middle of that transaction would 
go broke. 

On that basis, if the Senator would 
limit his amendment, so as to provide 
that loans made in dollars shall not be 
loaned in dollars at a rate in excess of 
8 percent, I would vote for such an 
amendment. Or if the Senator could 
work out some mechanism which would 
provide that the money shall not be 
loaned at a rate in excess of 8 percent 
over and above the inflated difference 
in the value of the currency, I would be 
inclined to go along with that amend-
ment. · 

But I recognize the complete impos
sibility of making such an arrangement 
work when there is a large amount of 
inflation, but when the loan must, never
theless, be paid back in dollars which 
have a constant value, although the 
money borrowed is loaned within those 
countries in the local currencies. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Louisiana yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 
Mr. CURTIS. Would not what the 

distinguished Senator from Louisiana is 
proposing amount to having the Am~ri
can taxpayers insure foreign government 
agencies and corporations and private 
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individuals in those countries against 
depreciation of their currencies? Is not 
that their responsibility? Should we do 
anything which would cause those who 
borrow this money not to stabilize their 
own currencies? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am op
posed to spending our money to stabilize 
the currencies of other countries. I 
voted against that, and I am still op
posed to it, because it seems to me that 
should be their problem. 

Mr. CURTIS. I did not say that. I 
asked whether we should spend our 
money to encourage them not to stabi
lize their currencies. If we are spend
ing our money in a country which has 
an inflation record of 20 percent or more, 
can we expect the enterprise to be a suc
cess? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Some of 
those countries are managing to keep 
going, notwithstanding the fact that in
flation there has been going on for a 
considerable period of time. I am op
posed to any undue amount of inflation 
in any currency. I think the countries 
should try to stabilize their own cur
rencies and their own economies insofar 
as possible. · 

But I can understand that if bor
rowers are required to pay back in Amer
ican dollars of constant value the money 
they borrow, and yet expected to make 
the loans in pesos which are subject to 
inflation in a considerable amount, a re
quirement that they shall charge not 
more than 8 percent interest would im
pose an impossible condition, and thus 
they would be placed in considerable 
difficulty. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Louisiana yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 
Mr. BUSH. The Senator from Lou

isiana has referred to building and loan 
associations. I suppose he visualizes 
that most of the loans would be made in 
that way in. let us say, Latin America. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I would 
hope some would be. I do not know how 
much would be. 
Mr~ BUSH. Let us put aside for .a 

moment the building and loan associa
tion situation; and let us say that a De
velopment Loan Fund loan is to be made 
for the construction of a private power
plant in a city. Under the Williams 
amendment, the borrower, the private 
power company, for example, which was 
going to double the productive capacity of 
its plant, would borrow the money at not 
to exceed 8 percent. Perhaps the going 
rate for the best grade loans at the 
banks would be 12 percent. But if .our 
money was available there at 8 percent, 
it would certainly put this operator at a 
cost advantage over what he would have 
to pay if he borrowed money .at the go
ing rate in his own country. It would 
increase his ability to make a profit, and 
increase his ability, therefore, to _pay 
back in dollars. 

So it seems to me the Senator's argu
ment about the inflation factor in those 
countries does not hold water in connec
tion with this kind of loan to this. kind 
of operation. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I have no 
objection at all to any requirement that, 
where a person borrows dollars and has 
to pay in dollars, the lending policy as 
to interest rate is that the rate shall not 
exceed 8 percent, or even 5 percent. 
That aspect does not bother me. Wha,t 
bothers me is the situation in which a 
loan is made in dollars, and someone 
who gets the dollars is going to be re
quired to buy local currencies and to 
lend local currencies. To impose a 
limitation of 8 percent interest on the 
local currencies fails to recognize that, 
while the dollar may remain relatively 
constant, the local currencies may be 
greatly inflated, with the result that the 
requirement places a middleman in a 
position where he cannot succeed. 

If the Senator will limit it to utility 
companies borrowing dollars in order to 
buy plant and equipment from the 
United States, who are required to pay 
the loan back in dollars, I would be will
ing to go along with a requirement of 8 
percent, or any other reasonable rate. 
But to require that limitation when the 
borrowing is in dollars and the person 
is lending in local currencies, which 
.have a way of being inflated at a rapid 
rate, is impractical. Unless steps are 
taken to make it practical, I shall vote 
against the measure. If we are to have it 
enacted, it should be made workable, and 
I think the problem we are discussing 
should be met and worked out. 

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, will 
·the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 
Mr. GRUENING. Many reforms have 

been presented in this connection by the 
administration. I ask the Senator 
whether one desirable reform would not 
be to try to put a brake on the inflation 
in countries where it is rampant and 
where it tends to nullify our foreign 
aid program. Are we not, by main
taining the position of the Senator, en
couraging inflation? Would not the kind 
of reform presented by the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] or by my 
amendment tend to stop inflation? Is 
not that one of the desirable things to 
try to do? If there is automatic infla
tion, and it is promoted by a nation's 
authorities, is not a large part of our 
program going to be nullified, anyway? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am not one 
of those who think inflation is the worst 
thing that can happen in a country. 
Sometimes there are problems in coun
tries that are worse than inflation. I 
say the people who in many instances 
would be making local loans would 
be making them with funds originally 
generated by American dollars. In 
other words, those who will be borrow
ing dollars and lending pesos will often 
be persons who have no control over 
whether the local currency is going to 
be inflated or not. If they look at the 
situation which has · occurred in the 
past, when they have been experiencing 
inflation of their currency at the rate 
of 10 or 20 percent, and they are required 
to pay back in constant currencies, these 
people will be in a relatively hopeless 
position in trying to make the program 

work. That is the problem which I am 
trying to meet here. We hope the pro
gram will work to the extent that some 
people will put some .of their own money 
into these projects in the recognition . 
that they are good, sound investments, 
..and are projects they can go into on the 
kind of theory on which building and 
loan associations are constructed. If 
that kind of philosophy is to be followed, 
it will have to be on the basis that the 
interest rate achieved will equal tne 
amount of inflation of the currency. 
The Senator recognizes the problem. 

Mr. GRUENING. I recognize the 
problem, but I also· recognize the posture 
the American people are put in. Here 
we are borrowing from the American 
people, at an interest rate of about 334 
percent. and going ever deeper into debt. 
We are to lend the money, according to 
Mr. Dillon, in some cases at no interest 
for a period of 50 years, with possibly 
no demand for principal repayments for 
10 years. ~he accumulated interest we 
shall have to pay bec9use of the dis
parity between the cost of borrowing 
money to us and lending it will run i ..... to 
billions of dollars in the next half cen
tury . 

At the same time we are by the Ful
bright substitute for the Williams 
amendment authorizing the countries to 
relend the money at as high as 25 or 30 
percent interest. It is utterly fantastic. 
I do not think the American people will 
buy-this. Unless we put some restrictions 
in the measure to make it conform to its 
declared purposes, we will defeat the 'bill. 
I do not think the American people will 
be willing to pay taxes, let the interest 
on our foreign loans under the foreign 
aid program accumulate into billions of 
dollars, and let the other benefiting 
eountries bear no share of the burden 
whatever. I think it will defeat the bill 
and wreck the foreign aid program, and 
I think it should wreck it unless we are 
more vigilant in its provisions and ad
ministration for the protection of our 
own people. 

I think we can write some protections 
into the bill. If the Senator has some 
modification that will take care of the 
situation, I will go along with it, but I 
think the amendment of the chairman of 
-the committee, which says the prevailing 
interest rates of the countries to which 
we lend shall be in effect, opens the door 
to usury, which is practiced in many of 
these countries. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I have 
looked at the Senator's proposal. If his 
proposal and the amendment of the 
Senator from Delaware were limited to 
loans made in dollars to be repaid in 
dollars_, I would be prepared to vote for 
them; but when loans are made in dol
lars which generate local currencies, 
which thus result in loans made in local 
currencies, I submit that the only way to 
make the program workable is to recog
nize the inflation involved in that second 
currency. Oti.~.erwise it will be an un
workable arrangement. I am con
strained to believe it cannot work. If 
the Senator will find someway to meet 
the problem. I am t~g to approach 
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and the Senator from Arkansas is try
ing to approach, that may be the an
swer; but so· f.ar as I know, what the 
Senator from Arkansas is offering is 
about the clearest basis on which some 
kind of agreement can be reached. 

Mr. GRUENING. I should like to ask 
the chairman of the committee a ques
tion. Is there any way in which we could 
find out what proportion of the $8 bil
lion which we are planning to loan dur
ing the next 5 years would be reloaned in 
the receiving countries in dollars? Is 
there any way we could assume that a 
substantial part of it would be reloaned 
in dollars in the countries in which the 
loans would be made? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There is no way at 
all to determine what part of the loan 
will be reloaned in dollars. The only ex
ample I can think of is that, if we should 
loan to a foreign government or a foreign 
bank, and that bank should loan to a 
citizen who would have to have dollars 
for the importation of American goods, 
he might have to borrow dollars. That 
would be a most unusual case. I think 
by far the great part of the money would 
be loaned in the fashion described by the 
Senator from Louisiana. 

The principal objective of the program 
in this field is to try to induce these 
countries to create for themselves insti
tutions which will accumulate the capital 
of their own citizens. In most cases 
those citizens have no confidence in 
banks. They have very little confidence 
in and no experience with building and 
loan associations or any form of credit 
association we have mentioned. One of 
the principal reasons is the inflation 
which has existed, as a result of which if 
a man deposits his money in any kind of 
bank or any kind of institution and, a 
year later, wishes to draw it out, he finds 
it is worth about 30 percent less. Credit 
as we know it is almost nonexistent in 
most of the underdeveloped countries. 
What is proposed is an effort to try to 
help those countries create. stable 
institutions. 

If we do not wish to do this, that is all 
right. All I can say is that we spent 
some two days arguing the problem. The 
proposal went to conference. The con
ferees worked it out. The Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] and 
his counterpart in the House went over 
all the facets of the problem and brought 
back a workable compromise. The Sen
ate itself rejected the same amendment, 
for all practical purposes, as is now of
fered by the Senator from Delaware. 

I do not know what more can be said. 
This is the third day we have engaged in 
the debate. I think we ought to vote the 
question up or down. I do not know any
thing more that can be said about it. I 
have no more to say than I have already 
said on this floor. 

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. GRUENING. At the time the 

Senate adopted the Williams of Dela
ware amendment some weeks ago, we did 
not have the later presentation of Sec
retary Dillon, to the effect that the loans 

to the Latin American countries would 
be made on terms far more generous than 
any loans we have ever heard of before; 
at one 1 percent interest or no percent 
interest, for a ter'IJl of 50 years, with per
haps no repayment of principal during 
the first 10 years. 

Despite the generosity of this offer, 
we are asked to subscribe fully to the 
interest rates of some of these countries, 
some of which are as high as 3 percent 
a month, or 36 percent a year. It seems 
to me we must have some protection for 
the American people, so that they will 
know their money will not be partly frit
tered away before it even reaches the 
objectives we are trying to attain in these 
countries. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the Senator 
knows how we could legislate on this 
floor to change the interest rate in Chile 
or in Brazil, I think he would be a genius. 
I do not think we can do so. 

Mr. GRUENING. No, but we can put 
some provision in the bill. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. All we can do is 
try to bring some influence to bear on 
these foreign people. We can do that. 
I think that all we would do would be to 
prevent our administration from having 
an opportunity to influence them at all. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I say to the 

Senator from Alaska and the Senator 
from Delaware that I was a member of 
the conference committee which the Sen
ator from Arkansas has mentioned. We 
struggled over the language for 2 days. 
It is my understanding that the lan
guage now submitted by the chairman 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations 
is the same language agreed on at that 
conference. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is merely 
adapted to this particular operation, in
stead of to the Inter-American Bank. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. That was one 
of the most difficult conferences I have 
ever attended. A lot of the language 
which has been worked out is language 
I tried to draft. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is the best we 
can do to make it workable. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. At that time 
the Secretary of the Treasury, the De
partment of State, and all the adminis
trative authorities, thoroughly believed 
we should have language of this charac
ter, rather than the straight 8-percent 
language. With the straight 8-percent 
language the program would be of no 
value. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The administra
tion supports the language I have of
fered. The Senate supported it not more 
than 6 weeks ago, I think. 

As the Senator from Massachusetts 
said, the conference supported the lan
guage. There is nothing new about it. 

We have made this decision once. I 
do not see what will be gained by going 
all over the subject again. I am abso
lutely certain that if we adopt the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Delaware it will not be accepted in the 
conference, and the administration will 

not agree to it. I do not believe there 
is any reasonable expectation of its fi
nally being enacted. 

I thank the Senator from Massachu
setts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I wish to add 
one more sentence. The administration 
told us at that time that if we left in 
the bill the provision for 8 percent we 
would practically nullify the purposes 
of the act. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. We could not have 
any program under that restriction. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, this is a 
very difficult subject. I should like to 
make one or two observations. 

I intend to support the Williams of 
Delaware amendment, or possibly the 
Gruening amendment as a modification 
of the Williams of Delaware amend
ment. 

I have listened with interest to the 
talk about inflation in the Latin Ameri
can countries. Of course, that is one of 
the great problems of Latin America. 
The loans we make under the Develop
ment Loan Fund are supposed to be 
made on the basis that there is a reason
able expectation of repayment. 

If what the Senator from Louisiana 
says is true and we continue to recognize 
a 20-percent inflation factor annually, 
I can see no basis upon which the De
velopment Loan Fund management can 
expect repayment. 

My point is that when the World Bank 
makes a ·loan, it only lends to a govern
ment on a basis of a government guar
antee, and at times provisions have been 
stated, such as: 

Yes, we will do this, provided that you do 
certain things which will improve the 
stability of the currency in your country 
so as to make it possible for you to live up 
to your agreement concerning the repayment 
of this loan. 

Inasmuch as the bill itself provides for 
a reasonable expectation of repayment, 
it seems to me this imposes upon the De
velopment Loan Fund the obligation to 
do, in a way, what the World Bank does 
in connection with persuading countries 
to put their fiscal houses in order, so as 
to fortify their ability to make the re
payments when the repayments are due. 
Otherwise, if we are going to accept the 
fact that these countries will have a 20-
or 25-percent annual inflation factor, no 
loans can be made, because there would 
be no reasonable expectation of repay
ment, with a continuation of that infla
tion factor. I do not think we should 
accept that inflation factor. 

I think we should live up to what is 
provided in the bill about a reasonable 
expectation of repayment. I think the 
Development Loan Fund, in making 
loans, should make clear its position. It 
should say: 

We would like to help. We would like to 
help you help yourselves, but you cannot 
help yourselves consistently if you accept 
a 20-percent inflation factor in your economy. 

I think this imposes upon the Develop
ment Loan Fund a very important 
1·esponsibility. If the Fund accepts that 
responsibility, I do not think the Wil
liams of Delaware amendment would im
pose any hardship on the program. 
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
wonder if my colleagues· would entertain 
some modest suggestion for a !limitation 
of debate on the amendment. This is 
about the third or fourth day that this 
great issue has been debated. Is it the 
intention to debate it the rest of the 
day? 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I have con
cluded. I yield the floor. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, as a coauthor of the amend
ment, I have no objection to a limitation 
on debate. I most respectfully remind 
the Senator from Arkansas that the 
amendment has never been discussed 
until today. The amendment was of
fered last night 5 minutes before we 
adjourned. There was no discussion of 
it until this morning. 

This merely emphasizes the fact that 
it is an important amendment. 

I should be glad to agree to a limita
tion of debate and get to a vote. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the Senator is 
agreeable, I ask unanimous consent that 
the debate on the amendment be limited 
to 20 minutes, 10 minutes to each side. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is 
agreeable, unless some Senator about 
whom I do not know wishes to speak. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This refers only to 
this amendment. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object-

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
YouNG of Ohio in the chair) . Does the 
Senator from Arkansas make that as a 
unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I ask unanimous 
consent that the debate be limited. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Arkansas? 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I be
lieve there ought to be an opportunity to 
ascertain how many Senators are de
sirous of speaking on the subject. The 
request is perfectly in order. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am merely in
quiring. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I believe before such 
consent would be in order, some effort 
should be made to ascertain how many 
Senators on this side of the aisle as well 
as on the other side are desirous of ex
pressing themselves. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
withdraw the request. With regard to 
what the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] said, we talked about the same 
issue, applying it to the same circum
stances, for · about 2 days previously. 
That is what I had reference to. I am 
willing to debate the subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
quest of the Senator from Arkansas is 
withdrawn. The Senator from Delaware 
is recognized. 

Mr. GROENING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. GRUENING. I am sorry that the 

chairman of the committee has left the 
Chamber. I wish to point out that the 
situation has changed in the weeks since 
the Williams amendment which the 

State Department opposed was agreed 
to previously, because we now have heard 
from Secretary Dillon in Uruguay of the 
supergenerous terms which will be of
fered on loans extending for 50 years, 
possibly with no interest whatever, and 
possibly with no repayment of interest 
for 10 years. I think that condition 
creates a situation calling for a reap
praisal of the interest rates to be charged 
on top of the no-interest rates which 
our loans would carry. 

Therefore I believe it is wholly perti
nent that the question be rediscussed 
in view of the changed situation. We 
did not know 6 or 8 weeks ago that the 
administration would propose to make 
loans at no-interest rates, loans with 
no repayment of principal for 10 or 15 
years, and perhaps even more gener
ous terms. Those are not loans at all 
in the generally accepted sense, but we 
call them loans. It seems to me that 
under those circumstances we have a 
right to consider whether we should not 
put some limitation on the amount of 
the profit which bankers and lending 
agencies will make on our interestless 
loans. That is why I think it is impor
tant that the question should be thor
oughly aired. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I think 
the Senator is correct. I call attention 
to the fact that on the 2 days on which 
this question was discussed on prior oc
casions, part of the time was taken up 
by the chairman of the committee, who 
spoke in support of the proposal and 
voted for it. The Senate unanimously 
approved the principle, and the Senate 
reversed itself only after some of the 
departments talked with some of the 
people in the countries involved, and 
found that they wanted to continue to 
charge 12, 15, 18, and 20 percent interest. 

Let us stop kidding ourselves. The 
sentiment of the Senate was charged by 
some people downtown who felt that the 
8-percent provision was not a liberal 
enough rate of interest. I was surprised 
to see that the expression for higher in
terest rates came from some of those 
who have been the strongest advocates 
of low-interest rates in our country. 
Just because the people in these under
developed countries cannot vote here 
does not mean they should be over
charged. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. I think it is most 

important that the question be thor
oughly discussed, not only from the 
standpoint of the interest rate aspect, 
but also from the standpoint of the pos
sibilities of our ever getting the money 
back. Personally, I look upon the so
called loans to Latin America as more 
in the nature of gifts. Some very seri
ous problems have just begun to come 
to light relative to financing in the 
Latin-American countries that should be 
developed and exposed here in the Sen
ate Chamber. 

For example, since 1958 approximately 
$1 billion of earned capital has flowed 
out of Venezuela. 

It used to come to American banks. 
Sad to say, confidence in American 
banks has dwindled, and the money is 
now going to Canadian and Swiss banks. 
So far as my studies reveal, only 4 or 5 
countries in the entire Latin American 
group are on what we call the plus side. 
They have been able to retain earned 
capital. Original capital, and earned 
capital represent the only way in the 
world by which we can create jobs for 
anyone, whether it be in Latin American 
countries or in the United States. 

Contrary to the hopes, dreams, and 
beliefs of some who theorize that the 
mere dropping of money in a locality will 
create jobs, it does not happen. Some
thing is happening in Latin America 
that is causing capital to flow out. The 
money is there. In fact, it is flowing out 
at a rate about twice that at which we 
intend to invest our taxpayers' money 
in Latin America. 

The question in my mind is whether 
the proposed loans would do the good 
we think we are going to do. Money 
is already available and should be in the 
process of being reinvested in the Latin 
American countries, but it is now leaving 
those countries because of fear. I be
lieve the fear is the fear of communism. 
I believe Castro's success in retaining 
communism in Cuba, with United States 
doing nothing about it, at least so far as 
I know, is causing the Latin American 
countries, and the investors in those 
countries--! am not necessarily speak
ing of American dollars; it may be the 
currency of any country-to lose faith 
in the future ability of Latin America to 
resist the onslaught of -communism. 

Although I have not come to a defi
nite conclusion on that point, froin the 
study I have been making-and I wish 
I had it completed by now-I believe the 
fear of communistic encroachment in 
Latin America is causing the outflow 
of capital. I believe it is necessary and 
pertinent that the debate continue, and 
I should not like to see any limitation 
on debate on this subject, because I feel 
that many good points can be brought 
out. 

To demonstrate the lateness of the in .. 
formation about which I have spoken; 
the first newspaper account I saw of it 
was in the Washington News the night 
before last, I believe. A .single column 
appeared which indicated the outflow of 
earned capital from the Latin countries. 

What good does it do to talk about giv
ing or lending money to the Latin coun
tries when they themselves evidently 
have no confidence in the future of their 
economy and are putting their money 
in banks outside the Latin American 
countries for safekeeping? What good 
does it do even to discuss the propriety 
of the amendment of the Senator from 
Delaware when we are faced with such a 
situation? 

At this moment we need the amend
ment the Senator has proposed far more 
than we needed it when he offered it pre
viously, because in effect we are faced 
with the possibility of dumping Ameri
can taxpayers' money down a bottom
less pit. If what I say is true-and from 
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my studies I believe it to be true-con
fidence in Latin business is dwindling to 
the point that capital that could be in
vested to create the vecy jobs that we 
propose to create is, in fact, flowing out 
at about twice the rate that we propose 
to invest in the countries of which I have 
spoken. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the· 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. I do not see how we 

could expect Latin American capital to 
remain in Latin America and be rein
vested in Latin America when adminis
tration spokesmen have frankly admitted 
that we accept the inevitability of 20 
percent inflation each year. 

I do not accept that thesis. I think 
the administration is mistaken if it is 
promoting that idea. We have already 
shown that in some areas interest rates 
can be checked or reduced, and that 
money values can be held. 

For example, in Peru some housing 
developments finally got underway. The 
people in those developments are paying 
12 percent, 8 percent of which is interest~ 
and 4 percent is service charges. But 
that is a great reduction in the rate 
which the people had previously been 
paying. 

If there is anything under heaven 
that would spur the flight of capital 
from Latin American countries, it would 
be to have American spokesmen ·say that 
we must accept the inevitability ·of a 20-
percent inflation each year. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Inflation is 

plaguing the Latin American countries. 
Offhand I cannot think of one that is 
not suffering from it to some extent. 

Mr. AIKEN. We, too, are going to 
suffer. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Our money going 
into those countries will not stop infla
tion. The inflationary forces at work 
in the Latin countries are to a large ex
tent the same inflationary forces that 
are at work in this country. 

For example, consider Venezuela, 
which is one of the most prosperous of 
the Latin countries. The inflationary 
forces there can be blamed largely upon 
a Government deficit. There was no 
trouble with inflation -until they started 
to go into debt. The United States has 
had the same experience, and we are 
going to have more of it before we get 
through if we do not stop spending money 
that we do not have to spend. We are 
not going to aid the problem of Latin 
American inflation by putting more 
money into Latin America. That is not 
the answer to inflation. 

The answer is to get their shop in 
order, to stop spending money they do 
not have, to eliminate some of the prac
tices which are in existence in their gov
ernments. I agree with the Senator 
from Vermont that for our spokesmen 
to expect inflation as being inevitable 
in Latin American countries indicates 
to me that they must expect inflation 
to be inevitable in this country. 

CVII--1010 

Mr. AIKEN. What that means is that 
the program has failed before it even 
gets rinderway. · 

Mr. GOLOW ATER. Yes. 
Mr. GROENING. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. GROENING. The administra

tion is trying to present a strong case 
for reform in Latiri America, predicated 
on the idea that unless there is this 
reform our whole effort will fail. I be
lieve we agree on that. If we pour 
money into the foreign countries so that 
the few rich can get richer and the 
poor poorer, it will not only not help 
the program, but, instead, will positively 
help communism. Furthermore, it will 
emphasize the impression, which al
ready exists, that we are in favor of the 
oligarchical and feudal setup which 
exists down there. If we countenance 
by our action the charging of any inter
est rate lenders wish to charge, we will 
aggravate the situation. We will be be
traying purposes on which we should 
stand firm. 

The Senator's amendment is an ex
cellent amendment. It is a great pity 
that it was rejected on the promptings 
of the State Department. However, I 
prefer the flexible amendment which I 
have offered, which provides that the 
money we lend to these countries shall 
not be reloaned at more than 5 percent 
J;ligher than the rate we are charging. 
If we do not charge any interest rate, 
then the charge which the recipients 
will be able to charge will be not more 
than 5 percent. 

The people in the southern countries 
are supposed to be patriotically inter
ested in rehabilitating their countries. 
Why are they not willing to make some 
sacrifices, in view of the sacrifices the 
American people are making? If they 
do not respond, our program is bound 
to fail at the very beginning, as the 
Senator from Vermont has stated. If 
we start in this way, as the Fulbright 
amendment provides, there is no way in 
which the program can succeed. It is 
difficult to explain to the American peo
ple that the money which we are bor
rowing at about 4 percent from them 
for the foreign aid program is being re
loaned at 15 percent or 20 percent or 
even 36 percent. In some countries the 
prevailing rate is 3 percent a month, 
or 36 percent a year. Permitting that 
will wreck our foreign aid program. I 
-do not believe the American people will 
stand for it indefinitely. Therefore I 
hope some limitation on the interest rate 
will prevail. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield-. 
Mr. COOPER. I have said this before, 

but again I would like to associate myself 
with what the Senator from Vermont 
has said and with what the Senator from 
Arizona and the Senator from Alaska 
_have said. I believe that in voting on the 
amendment we are making a very im .. 
portant decision. It is true that there is 
. inflation in many countries of Latin 
America, perhaps in all ·of them. Cer• 

tainly one way of the ways- in which to 
attack inflation is by encouraging the in
stitution of fiscal reforms. The amend
ment we have offered is one of the ways 
to do that. If we do not make some ef
fort toward it, it will be assumed, as the 
Senator from Arizona has said, that we 
expect inflation in those countries and 
that we are saying to them to go ahead 
and indulge in practices which promote 
inflation. -

I would not like to see a man who is 
borrowing money from a savings and 
loan institution or a similar institution 
in a foreign country, whose pur
pose is to encourage private enterprise, 
or an institution which is supposed to 
promote housing, to fasten on that man 
a 20-percent interest rate. He is not go
ing to get richer; he will get poorer. He 
will resent the practice of his own coun
try, and I believe he will resent the 
United States having made available the 
money which makes that institution pos
sible. 

I agree wholly with what the Senator 
from Alaska has said, that the foreign 
aid program, which I have supported 
ever since I have been in Congress, is 
getting on very thin ground. Our peo
ple have poured out money in great 
sums. Congress has done this against 
opposition from many sources. If we 
finally get to the point where our people 
believe it is not having maximum effect 
and in addition is against the things in 
which we believe, I do not believe they 
are going to support it much longer. · 

I am thinking of a program like the 
_alliance for progress. At best it is a 
slow program. It demands very coura
geous action on the part of the govern
ments of Latin America, and under
standing on the part of the people of 
Latin America. I do not believe they 
understand it very much. 

I would say it demands sacrifice. It 
demands a strong position on the part 
of the administration that we are going 
to take measures to promote these re
forms. I have great respect for the Sen
ator from Arkansas, but I believe that 
the amendment he has offered merely 
makes it easy for these countries. It 
makes the lending of the money a great 
·deal easier, and it makes easy to merely 
turn the money over to them without 
any argument. The program in Latin 
America, at best, is a slow, long process, 
·requiring great strength on the part of 
the administration. After we finish with 
the bill, it is in their hands, not ours. 
Castro and his representatives go into 
'the Latin American countries and say, 
"Why wait for this kind of program, 
'when you can nationalize foreign in
vestments and make them available right 
now? We can nationalize private in
vestment in our own country. We will 
give you now these resources." 

That kind of argument has tremen
dous appeal to people who have had no 
training or understanding of our kind 
of democratic processes, which are slow 
processes. · · · 

If the administration is not willing to 
accept some kind of program to achieve 
·the things they say they want to 
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achieve-and that is true of Congress 
also--then I believe we are already put
ting on this program the badge of fail
ure. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WffiLIAMS of Delaware. I will 
yield in a moment. 

In line with what the Senator from 
Kentucky has said, we should give some 
consideration to the fact that approxi
mately $8 billion, which is proposed un
der the development loan program, will 
be loaned either to the government di
rect or to the banking institutions in 
those countries at little or no interest. 
The administration's argument is that 
we should allow these governments or 
the bankers who borrow the money to 
relend it at an interest charge of 15 
percent or 20 percent or, as the Senator 
from Alaska has pointed out, in some 
cases as high as 3 percent a month or 
36 percent, in order to guarantee them 
protection against the inflationary spiral 
for which they are themselves respon
sible. 

I believe it is time that we in Con
gress begin to think of the unfortu
nate individual who is borrowing the 
money at the end of the line at these 
usurious rates. He may be a small busi
nessman, a farmer, or he may be a man 
who is buying a home. He must find a 
way to repay the loan but also to pay 
these high interest rates. How can he re
pay it? How is he going to repay the 
money that we are putting down there at 
very low interest rates but upon which he 
must repay at rates of 20 or 25 or 30 
percent? What is he going to think of 
the U.S. Government when it condones 
these ''Shylock" rates? 

As the Senator from Vermont has 
pointed out, we might as well recognize 
the fact that if the only way this money 
can be loaned is at rates of 20 or 25 or 
30 percent we had better let the money 
stay at home because any individual who 
has to pay such rates is going to go broke 
anyway. 

There is no country-! care not 
whether it is in Latin America, Europe, 
or elsewhere-which can survive a rate 
of inflation of 10 to 20 percent a year. 
No country can survive it. I certainly 
hope the countries of Latin America will 
survive, but they will do so only by tak
ing a firm hold of their financial struc
ture and putting their national budgets 
and interest rates on a realistic basis. 
If the United States is to be a party to 
helping those countries we should in
sist that, at least to the extent they are 
using our money, the John Does in that 
country who will ultimately use our 
money will not be charged exorbitant 
rates of interest. 

It is time that we decide whether we 
want to protect the moneylenders in 
their monopolistic hold over credit in 
those areas or to help the people 
themselves. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I 
support the amendment of the Senator 
from Delaware and join particularly in 
the sentiment expressed by him and by 
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CooP-

ER]. Many of us are friends of the pro
gram of helping our neighbors around 
the world to get on their feet, particu
larly those whose countries are less well 
developed. We have been friends of 
such a program for years. Many of us 
have been criticized for it. One of the 
great criticisms which we hear, and 
which it is very difficult to answer, is that 
the money which we pour out does us 
more harm than good, because it goes to 
only a few people at the top, and does 
not help those whom it is intended to 
help in the underdeveloped countries. 

I regret exceedingly that the admin
istration is not prepared to cooperate 
with what seems to be an effort to pre
vent the people whom we are trying to 
help from being gouged by bankers or 
other persons of wealth. It is true that 
some further negotiations with bankers 
and others in the foreign countries will 
be needed in order to accomplish this. 

Mr. President, the Williams amend
ment is a constructive and desirable 
amendment. It is in the interest of the 
program and of the eventual success of 
the effort we are trying to accomplish. 

I sincerely hope that the amendment 
of the Senator from Delaware, or per
haps the modified amendment of the 
Senator from Alaska, or some other pro
posal along this line, will be adopted, 
but that the Senate will not accept the 
watered-down, largely meaningless 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
which has been presented to us in place 
of the amendment having teeth in it, 
which is supported by the Senator from 
Delaware, the Senator from Alaska, and 
other Senators. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank 
the Senator from New York. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, it is my 

intention to vote for the Williams
Cooper amendment. I wish to speak in 
support of the sentiments the Senator 
from Delaware, the Senator from Ken
tucky, and other Senators have expressed 
along that line. 

The fact is that the Williams-Cooper 
amendment will actually back up the de
clared objectives of the President when 
he asked for a revision of the entire for
eign aid program. I shall read from the 
President's message of March 22, in 
which he indulged in criticism of the for
eign aid program as presently adminis
tered. His views are shared and ex
pressed by many persons. In fact, there 
is almost a universal criticism of the 
program. The statement has been made 
repeatedly that the program will be 
recasted, however, now that a new ad
ministration is in the White House. On 
March 22, President Kennedy said: 

Thus, the first requirement is that each 
recipient government seriously undertake to 
the best of its ability on its own those efforts 
of resource mobilization, self-help, and in
ternal reform-including land reform, tax 
reform, and improved education and social 
justice-which its own development requires 
and which would increase its capacity to 
absorb external capital productivity. 

Later in his message he said: 
The instrument of primary emphasis

the single most important tool-will be 
long-term development loans at low or no 
rates of interest. 

That is the President's statement of 
the basis for effecting reform. 

Recently Secretary Dillon went to the 
Uruguay Conference, which is now in 
progress. The August 10 issue of the 
New York Times contained the following 
report of Secretary Dillon's message to 
the Conference: 

In his major address to the Conference, 
Secretary Dillon said the alliance for prog
ress would require the following: Tax re
forms so that evaders would know they 
faced strict penalties; assessment of taxes 
in accordance with ability to pay; land re
form to put underutilized big lands to full _ 
use and to permit small farmers to own their 
plots; and lower interest rates on loans to 
small farmers and small business. 

Mr. President, all we have to do to 
understand the basis for some of the 
criticism of the foreign-aid program as 
it has been administered for the last 15 
years is to recall the abuse, the misuse, 
the exploitation, and the misappropria
tion of the commodities and materials 
which have been sent overseas as foreign 
aid. Witness the amount of equipment, 
supplies, and food sold on the black mar
ket in spite of the fact that it was sent 
abroad for the purpose of enabling the 
ultimate consumer to obtain it for little 
or nothing. Think of the bags of wheat 
and rice, the cartons of food and cloth
ing, the crates of tools, and the stacks 
of building materials which have been 
sent overseas for the people in under
developed nations. In spite of the seals 
and labels which were placed on those 
articles, the fact is that there was a great 
deal of misuse, misappropriation, or 
both. 

But there is no way of labeling the 
money which we send by saying, "This 
money is furnished to you for this pur- , 
pose and no other." The only way in 
which we can control the money which 
is sent abroad, to be received in the 
original instance by a lending agency 
and then loaned to the ultimate bor
rower, is to adopt the amendment pro
posed by the Senator from Delaware and 
others, which says that when it is re
loaned, the money shall not be reloaned 
at more than 8 percent, which is the 
rate provided in the amendment. Un
less that is done, the result will be that 
rates of interest of 3 percent a month 
or 15 or 20 percent a year, as the case 
may be will continue. The effect will 
be that the rich will become richer. The 
gulf between the haves and have-nots 
will widen. There will be fastened more 
firmly on the people of the recipient 
countries the kind of feudal overlord
ism against which everyone inveighs, to 
which everyone objects, and which every
one says must be removed if the misery 
-of the people in those countries is to be 
relieved and their inability to improve 
their conditions overcome. 

The reform which the President, Sec
retary Rusk, and Secretary Dillon and 
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all of us ·favor cannot be brought about 
unless we deal with it directly. The 
lending of money at a high rate of in
terest is not the only prol:nem. -we are 
also faced with antagonism and hos
tility that· results. · Those who must bor
row money at high rates of interest will 
know that the money has come from the 
United States. Their attention will be 
drawn to the fact that we, presumably, 
are the Shylocks; that we are the ones 
who are exploiting them. 

Will loans at lower rates of interest 
disrupt the business of those who are 
lending at higher rates of interest? 
Yes, of course. These rates of interest 
will either put them out of business, or 
they will refuse to make any loans. If 
the low rates of interest have the effect 
of impairing the business of the lenders, 
that is something we must face. How can 
land reform, which every Senator de
clares he favors, be effected without in
terfering with the present system of land
ownership? I do not know how it can 
·be done. If anyone does, he should 
step forward and say so. To some de
gree and in a similar fashion the mak
ing available of money at lower rates is 
going to disrupt the present loaning sys
tem, or else the money will not be loaned 
at all. But to use that as an argument 
against this measure does not make 
sense. · 
· The question is raised whether we are 
going to do anything or whether we are 
·not. Mr. President, after criticizing the 
·present system and practice of foreign 
aid, we must ask, "Are we to continue 
the same program or are we not?" And 
is not that the same question being asked 
by those who inquire, "Are we to con
tinue to loan this money under the pres
ent system, or shall we impose such con
ditions that the lending of the money at 
excessive rates of interest will cease?" 

We must realize that when the govern
ments of these Latin American countries 
are confronted with the requirements 
stated at the Uruguay Conference by 
Secretary Dillon, they will undoubtedly 
reply that the imposition of them will 
"interfere with their sovereignty and dis
rupt their way of doing business. For 
such reasons I am sure these require
ments will not be popular. 

In that connection let me refer to an 
article, written by Philip Geyelin, and 
published in the August 4 issue of the 
Wall Street Journal: 

Already, diplomats report rumblings from 
such Latin leaders-in Peru, in Chile, in 
Central America, and elsewhere-that the 
U.S. contribution is too niggardly, or that 
Yankee terms are too sti1f. In Venezuela, 
where the government is menaced chroni
cally by both the far-left and rightwing 
politicians, private reservations in high gov
ernment circles about the Kennedy "alli
ance" run particularly deep. 

Mr. President, are we to yield to those 
arguments and objections? If we do, 
will we not perpetuate existing practices 
which have been under such severe crit
icism? It seems to me that this is the 
choice we must make. 

I am somewhat alarmed by reports 
from Uruguay. Originally there were to 

be coinmittees composed of men who 
would scruti.Iiize the applications for 
loans and· determine whether the re
quirements outlined by Secretary Dillon 
had been met before the loans would be 
granted. 

A substitute was proposed and, · as I 
understand, it was at least tentatively 
agreed upon. I read this passage from 
an article written by Edward BW'ks and 
published on August 9 in the New York 
Times: 

Some sources were describing the change 
in the draft as a defeat for the United 
States. On the other hand, top U.S. dele
gates were making it clear that their main 
interest was in getting the alliance-for
progress program off the ground. 

If an attitude of appeasement is to 
prevail, and if opposition is what we are 
going to face right down the line, then 
I say there is all the more reason why 
we need to include some restrictions or 
conditions in the substantive foreign aid 
law. 

The Williams-Cooper amendment lays 
down just such a sorely needed condi
tion. With this amendment it will not 
be possible to appease the recipient 
countries who say, "We want your 
money, but we want it on our terms, not 
on yours." 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator from Ne
braska yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PROXMIRE in the chair). Does the Sen
ator from Nebraska yield to the Senator 
from North Dakota? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I have 

listened with great interest to the very 
effective argument the Senator from 
Nebraska is making in favor of doing 
something about controlling the interest 
rates in the countries to which we lend 
or give our money. Is it not true that 
in Latin American countries and in 
many others where this foreign aid will 
be provided there are only two classes
the very rich and the very poor-and 
that the poor constitute about 80 percent, 
or in some cases more than 90 percent, of 
the total population? 

Mr. HRUSKA. There is no question 
about that; that situation is well known. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. If we 
lend or give our money to these coun
tries, but if it does not reach the poor 
people, certainly we do more harm than 
good. In fact, we would be better off 
not to have such dealings with countries 
of this sort unless somehow, in some 
way, our aid can reach the poor people 
there. 

Mr. HRUSKA. That is the point 
which has been made here repeatedly. 
The Senator from North Dakota is en
tirely correct. After all, if we are going 
to extend foreign aid in the form of 
loans or in any other form and if we 
are bound and determined to extend it 
regardless of the results, that is one 
thing. But if, on the other hand, the 
extension will increase hostility toward 
our country and cause even greater dis
parity between the rich and the poor, we 
had better think again. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Until 
about 10 years ago I voted for foreign 
aid programs. But I have come to feel 
that under such conditions as these 
programs are administered we do more 
harm than good, and that it would be 
better for us not to deal with these 
countries at all unless we can do so on 
a definitely better basis. Unless OW' 
foreign aid can get to the poorer people 
in these recipient countries all over the 
world we do more harm than good. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Of course, the more 
expedient procedure would be to ap
prove the proposed substitute of the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL
BRIGHT]. But I do not believe the ques
tion is one of expediency or ease. If we 
are to render more than lipservice to 
the demand that something be done in 
the way of social reform, economic re
form, tax reform, and interest reform, 
there will have to be a studied effort to 
secure new methods and perhaps more 
stringent met:Qods. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Nebraska yield to 
me? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I wish to point 
out that so far as concerns the Senator's 
argument in favor of the need of certain 
reforms in these Latin American coun
tries, it is virtually certain that it will 
be impossible for us to accomplish any
thing on that respect. I have talked to 
people in these countries. They realize 
that reforms are necessary, but at the 
same time they recognize the ditllculties 
of accomplishing them. 

At this point I wish to read one para
graph from a translation I had made 
from the newspaper El Universal, pub
lished in Venezuela on June 10. The 
article was written by Fransicso Pereira, 
an economist, and he was writing about 
agrarian reform. I may say they have 
already started to undertake such re
form. I now read from the article: 

Agrarian reform: Although the law, as it 
has been conceived, seems a good thing for 
the country, yet its practical application-in 
the matter of expropriation of estates-by 
inverting the priority of expropriations, be
ginning with those that are in full produc
tion and not touching those that are not 
being cultivated-is turning into a serious 
threat to the future agriculture and live
stock of the country, not only for the agri
cultural debt, which is being increased, but 
mainly because of interference with rural 
properties (invasion de fundas) for the sole 
purpose of reaping the next harvest, and 
then abandoning these to interfere with 
others for the same purpose. Thus reduc
tion in investment is also being fostered in 
agriculture and livestock, which will have 111 
effects on the food supply of the Venezuelan 
people. 

I may state that it does require such 
expropriation, and in that event we 
would have to tell these countries some
thing that is certainly foreign to us
in other words, "Take property away 
from some, and give it to others." Yet 
that is what we shall have to do if the 
administration's philosophy in connec
tion with this program is adopted. 
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So one of the reforms we talk most 
about is already being undertaken to 
some extent. Yet it is meeting with 
failure, for the reason of lack of invest .. 
ments. If funds are available, but are 
not being put into livestock or agricul
ture, how can we expect by some magic 
that if we dump $500 million or $1 bil
lion into South America, we shall be 
able to cause that money to be invested 
at any rate we may wish to consider
whether 5 percent, 8 percent, 10 percent, 
or 16 percent? 

In short, I think we are engaged in 
a very poor investment; and I think the 
people of these Latin American coun
tries are laughing their heads off at the 
efforts of the United States to lend 
money to those countries, from which 
the money already available there is 
being taken out very rapidly because 
the people there are frightened at the 
investment possibilities or are frightened 
of communism. 

Mr. HRUSKA. When the Senator 
says it is a poor investment, does he 
mean that it is poor only in the sense 
that there is a risk that the loans will 
not be repaid? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I include also in 
that statement the fact that in the 
Latin countries, generally, there has been 
no lack of investment capital. Great 
sums of money have been invested in 
Latin America by investors from Amer
ica, Germany, and other countries all 
over the world. A lot of money had 
been made in those countries. Up until 
the last 3 years the money was remain
ing in those Latin countries. Investors 
were not concerned particularly about 
communism or expropriation. But now 
we are talking in a way that can only 
result in expropriation if we are going 
to accomplish the agrarian reform which 
the President and his advisers recognize 
as one of the reforms that must come 
about in those countries. But we are 
not the ones to promote it. 

I think our actions in this field, state
ments made by Secretary Dillon and 
some of the presidential advisers, are 
bound to deprive Latin countries of in
vestment money that they can well use. 
In fact, as I have stated previously, 
studies I have made so far indicate that 
about twice as much investment capital 
is fiowing out of Latin America as we 
will put into those countries in the form 
of gifts. 

If it is unsound for the money to stay 
in Latin America, in the opinion of 
those who have earned it there, what 
right have we to put our taxpayers' 
money into a bad proposition? And I 
do not think it is going to help the peo
ple we want to help, who are the peons, 
the people who live on the land, who 
own no property. This money will 
fiow, as it always has fiowed-and I 
have seen no evidence to the contrary
into the hands of the rich, into the 
hands of the rulers of the country; and 
the people we are trying to help will 
never see any of it. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I should like to refer 
to the article in the Wall Street Jour-

nal which refers to Mr. Dillon's brief
case as he e~planed for the 6,000-mile 
fiight to Uruguay. In the briefcase was 
a bulky draft charter that would call 
upon the signatories to do certain 
things. 

I read one particular paragraph 
which bears on the very point to which 
the Senator from Arizona referred: 

Subscribe to strenuous efforts to overhaul 
outmoded tax structures, redistribute land 
by breaking up big holdings-

The Senator from Arizona is right. 
That means nothing more or less than 
expropriation and confiscation-
step up emphasis on building more schools, 
houses and hospitals, and adopt sound fiscal 
and monetary policies to keep inflation in 
check. 

Where an interest rate of 20 percent 
a year, or 3 percent a month, is to be 
continued, it is not calculated to reduce 
infiation. It is calculated to do the very 
opposite. We know this as a matter of 
basic economics. I continue to read: 

The amount of U.S. aid, the OAS mem
bers will be told, is to be conditioned on 
such internal measures by beneficiary lands. 

We reach the position of proposing an 
amendment which is sound and is right 
in line with the purposes referred to in 
this article and spoken about as require
ments, and we encounter the argument 
that it should not be adopted. I say 
this is paying only lipservice to the de
sirability and need for reforms. With 
this thinking, no reforms encouraged by 
the program can be effected. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I recall, with a 
great deal of interest at this particular 
time, the first amendment which I of
fered on the fioor of the Senate. It was 
to knock $400 million out of foreign aid 
funds to France until she abandoned col
onization. I will never forget Senator 
George's debating the question with me, 
because he was probably the worst choice 
I could have selected as my first oppo
nent. He emphasized-and the Senate 
voted against my amendment--that we 
had no right intervening in the ma
chinery of foreign governments to the 
extent that Secretary Dillon is suggest
ing here. While we decry colonialism, 
while we do not like to see all the land in 
a country owned by a few, while we rec
ognize that there are fiscal policies in 
those countries to which we object, we 
can merely talk about those subjects. 
We cannot make any threats or any 
suggestions. 

I would suggest that Secretary Dillon 
is in a very poor position to be talking 
about fiscal irresponsibility in some 
other countries when we are probably 
the most fiscally irresponsible people on 
the face of the earth. I think he should 
have left that particular part of the 
memorandum in Washington before he 
went to those countries. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I subscribe to that 
statement. I have reached the same 
conclusion as the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. President, I yield the fioor. 
Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, ear

lier in his speech the Senator made refer-

ence to Secretary Dillon's urging that, 
as a part of our r-eform program, we get 
lower interest rates in those countries 
which will receive loans and grants. I 
wonder if the Senator will be kind enough 
to repeat the quotation. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Surely. It is found 
in the August 9 issue of the New York 
Times. It can also be found on page 
15567 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for 
Friday, August 11, 1961: 

In his major address to the conference, 
Secretary Dillon said the alliance for prog
ress would require the following: Tax re
forms so that evaders would know they faced 
strict penalties; assessment of taxes in ac
cordance with ability to pay; land reform to 
put underutilized big lands to full use and 
to permit small farmers to own their plots; 
and lower interest rates on loans to small 
farmers and small business. 

Mr. GRUENING. I thank the Sena
tor. I am sorry the chairman of the 
committee is not here, because I was go
ing to ask him a question. Perhaps the 
junior Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN], ranking member of the For
eign Relations Committee, will answer 
the question. 

How ar-e we possibly going to get lower 
interest rates if, in the amendment pro
posed by the chairman of the commit
tee, we subscribe to the existing interest 
rates in those countries, which run as 
high as 3 percent a month in some coun
tries, and 36 percent a year? 

Unless we try to put some limitation 
on it, which is required in the amend
ment of the Senator from Delaware, or 
my amendment, which limits the m
crease to 5 percent beyond our interest 
rates, how are we going to get lower 
interest rates if we, at the very begin
ning, subscribe to interest rates which 
are absolutely destructive of progress? 
How can we get the lower interest rates 
which Secretary Dillon proposed as a 
part of our program? Is there any an
swer to that question? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. If the Senator will 
yield to me--

Mr. GRUENING. I am happy to yield, 
because I would like to get an explana
tion of how we are going to get the lower 
interest rates in the countries to which 
we lend. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. They are not to be 
obtained by legislative fiat of this coun
try. We cannot legislate what the pre
vailing interest rate of some country will 
be. I think we have demonstrated in 
the past that there is a way, by using 
persuasion and influence, as best we can, 
to bring about economic reforms that we 
would like to see prevail in certain coun
tries. I think the substitute that has 
been proposed by the chairman of the 
committee, the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT], seeks 
to do that very thing. 

I wonder if I may impose upon the 
Senators' time only to relate an experi
ence we had right here in the Congress, 
back in the days of the Marshall plan. 
We were confronted with a similar situ
ation in European countries, not neces
sarily runaway interest rates, but various 
economic factors that we felt should be 
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improved. There was some question 
about money-often money that we gave 
under the Marshall plan, because it was 
under the form of grants, whereas here 
we are dealing with loans. 

I remember that the Senator from 
Arkansas was very much concerned 
about the tariff walls built around the 
individual countries of West Europe, I 
remember the Senator tried in the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations and on the 
floor of the Senate to find some language 
to put into the Marshall plan to bring 
about closer economic unity among the 
countries of Western Europe. It soon 
became apparent it would be virtually 
impossible to write something into the 
act to require those countries to do away 
with their tariff walls. However, by 
writing language somewhat akin to the 
proposal before the Senate, year by year 
we did make progress in obtaining those 
reforms. Today we see the barriers vir
tually broken down as among the coun
tries of Western Europe. I think a lot of 
that has resulted from the year-by-year 
work and effort on the part of our Gov
ernment in handling the Marshall plan 
and later the mutual security program. 

I think the same will be true in this 
instance. 

The same was true with reference to 
the pay scale of workers in Europe and 
the question of profits going into the 
hands of the owners of factories, rather 
than being passed on to the workers. 
From time to time we wrote into the 
Marshall plan legislation, and succeed
ing acts, language stating our desire for 
those reforms to be made. 

With reference to Latin America, we 
have gone much further than we ever 
went with regard to the European coun
tries. In the Bogota Agreement of last 
year we got all of the Latin American 
countries, with the exception of Cuba and 
the Dominican Republic, to sign the 
Bogota Agreement, in which they agreed 
that in any aid program put on as a re
sult of the mutual efforts of the nations 
of the Western Hemisphere these re
forms would be worked out. A few days 
ago I brought to the attention of the 
Senator from Alaska the Bogota Agree
ment. I hope he got a copy of that 
agreement and read it. 

Mr. GROENING. .I have read it. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I hope the Senator 

will agree with me that the specifica
tions are what we are working toward. 
I do not believe we can legislate them. 
In fact, I know we cannot legislate them. 

I feel that some of the arguments made 
about the interest rate are rather un
realistic. They go beyond what is done 
in our country. 

I have heard arguments this morning 
about interest rates which might be 
charged, and what we are asking these 
countries to do, though these countries 
have historically had higher interest 
rates than we have. As a matter of fact, 
not many countries in the world enjoy 
as low interest rates as we do in the 
United States. 

Mr. GROENING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield if I 'have 
the floor. I believe the Senator yielded 
to me. 

Mr. GROENING. This is a very im
portant discussion. I should like to 
see the program succeed. I think we 
all would. We shall have a foreign aid 
program. Some of us have had doubts 
about the administration of the program 
in the past, and some other reservations 
concerning it. Some of us have had 
doubts about the ultimate effectiveness 
of the program. In any event, we shall 
have a program, and that being so, we 
wish to have it succeed. 

One of the reasons why the Latin 
American countries are in trouble and 
need our aid is their terrific inflation 
with the high interest rates. Halting 
these are among the reforms we hope 
to achieve if our program will suc
ceed. If, as has happened in the past, 
the money merely goes to the few who 
are at the top, whether they be in gov
ernment or simply wealthy landowners, 
part of the small ruling and owning 
clique, and if these rich become richer 
and the poor become poorer, it not only 
will nullify and destroy our program but 
also it will actually help communism and 
Castroism. In the present foreign aid 
program we have pointed our efforts 
toward reducing the dangers which exist 
there. 

The Senator has indicated his belief 
that one cannot establish the reform by 
legislation. We are not seeking to com
pel these countries to adopt an interest 
rate, but we are merely saying that if 
they wish to borrow our money and re
lend it, under those circumstances the 
rate of interest which they charge, on 
our reloaned money, shall not be more 
than 5 percent more than the interest 
rate we charge. 

Secretary Dillon has pointed out that 
we are going to make loans under the 
most generous terms ever heard of. No 
loans ever existed before which had been 
offered at no interest for 50 years, with 
possibly no repayment of principal for 
10 or 15 years. 

Is it unreasonable to try to write into 
the bill some condition to try to limit 
the terrible usurious abuses which has 
existed? The money which we lend at 
no interest will be gladly accepted. We 
may be certain that if we lend that 
money to one country at no interest, all 
countries will demand the same terms. 
That will be the prevailing rate. We 
cannot give one country better terms 
than we give another. If we say, as 
Secretary Dillon has said, "Some of 
these loans will be without interest, and 
there will be no repayment of principal 
for 10 years," we may be sure that will 
be the prevailing rate for all. 

Shall we then go to our own people, 
from whom we are borrowing the 
money at 4 percent, tell them that we 
are accumulating a burden of interest 
for 50 years which will run into billions 
of dollars and then admit that that 
money can be reloaned at 15 percent, 
20 percent, 25 percent, or 30 percent 
interest? 

Unless ·we put some restriction like 
the one I propose i,nto the bill, the faith 
of the American people in foreign aid, 
already widely shaken, will be destroyed 
and the program itself will fail. The 
American people will not stand for this 
kind of a giveaway. There must be 
some protection of our own ·American 
interests. Something of this kind 
should be in the bill. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I believe we are 
proposing to put something of this kind 
in the bill. 

Mr. GROENING. No. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. What we seek to 

do is to make it an administrative pro
posal, rather than to set a ceiling. 

It is appropriate to say at this time 
that if we set a ceiling it almost cer
tainly will become the floor, based on 
the argument which the Senator has 
made. 

So far as no-interest-rate loans are 
concerned, I am not familiar with what 
is planned in connection with the loans, 
but I presume a program could be con
ducted with differences in interest rates 
from country to country, exactly as in 
the past we have given grants to some 
countries and have made repayable 
loans to other countries. 

I should like to .remind the Senator 
again of the Bogota agreement, as I did 
a few days ago. I refer the Senator 
from Alaska to section 618 of the bill, to 
be found on page 56, to refresh the Sen
ator's recollection. I ask the Senator to 
look at section 618, which I read: 

ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE TO LATIN AMERICA.
Economic assistance to Latin America pur
suant to chapter 2 of part I of this Act shall 
be furnished in accordance with the princi
ples of the Act of Bogota signed on Sep
tember 13, 1960. 

There are no ''ifs," "ands," or "buts" 
about that. It s::t,ys it "shall be" so ad
ministered. That is a directive to the 
administrator of the program to use his 
best efforts to put into effect as fast as 
he can and as well as he can the princi
ples of the Bogota agreement. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield to the Sen
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. My 
question relates to the earlier remarks of 
the Senator from Alabama. If it is the 
full intention of the administration that 
lower interest rates shall be put into ef
fect, what is the objection to the amend
ment offered? The amendment only 
proposes to make sure that the adminis
tration does what it says it intends to 
do. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. There are certain 
objections. First, it is an effort to tell 
a country what the people in that coun
try shall be able to charge in interest 
rates. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No; but 
this amendment does not. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is true that the 
Senator's amendment provides for money 
loaned by the United States, or reloaned. 
It seems to me that is a rather com
plicated thing. Those people are not go
ing to be lending· the dollars which the 
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United States loans to the country. 
They will be lending the local currencies. 
The Senator from Louisiana discussed 
that a while ago. These people will be 
making loans in local currencies, upon 
which the interest will be paid, and the 
repayment of the principal will be in 
local currencies. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. May I go on with 
that? The payment, so far as the United 
States is concerned, is to be made in 
dollars. 

We all know that inflation is one of 
the things that most of the Latin Amer
ican countries must :fight. If there is 
inflation, the person who makes loans 
in the local currency, and who would 
have to repay in dollars, may actually 
lose money in making the loan. A 
lender would be confronted with that 
difilculty. 

I think it is one of the difficulties of 
the program that calls for administra
tive effort. 

I think the Senator from Delaware 
will bear out my statement that in the 
course of the committee hearing we did 
our best to impress upon those in the 
administration who will administer the 
law that we expected the law to be ad
ministered in such a way as to protect 
the interests of the United States. We 
have tried to write in safeguards. We 
have insisted that all the influence that 
we can bring to bear in a reasonable, 
orderly, and proper manner to develop 
the specifications of the Bogota Agree
ment be used in handling the loans. 
I believe the best way to do so would 
be to do our best to have an administra
tion that will carry out that intent. 

When President Kennedy made his 
talk to representatives of the Latin 
American governments at the White 
House in the early part of this year
along in February, I believe, though I 
am not sure-! was present. I listened 
to what the President said. His address 
was published in the newspapers and 
people read what he said. Representa
tives of Latin American countries heard 
what he said. The world heard what he 
said. The President brought out the 
essence of the Bogota Agreement. He 
said that the Latin American countries 
would be expected to come up with their 
part in order to justify U.S. participa
tion in the program to the extent that 
we would anticipate doing so. 

Many of those in charge of the pro
gram-for example, Mr. Labouisse, and 
those associated with him-have been 
impressed with the earnestness of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, and I 
am sure they will be so impressed with 
the earnestness of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives that the pro
gram will be properly administered. I 
believe we ought to give them an oppor
tunity to execute the program. I think 
that is what the proposal seeks. 

The program is designed to follow in 
the steps of the Marshall plan. We saw 
the results obtained by following the 
safe and sane policy that the late Sen-

ator George advocated. The Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. GoLDWATER] a mo
ment ago referred to the statement of 
Senator George. Senator George took 
the same attitude; namely, that we 
should not write into the law a provision 
telling a country what it must do, be
cause we cannot enforce it. 

A few moments ago I said that some 
of the arguments made in the Senate do 
not seem to me to be very realistic, even 
as applied to our own local conditions. 
To illustrate, we have an interest rate 
on housing. Congress set the ceiling on 
the interest rate at 6 percent. I am 
sure that some of those who have been 
advocating imposing a ceiling on loans 
in Latin America have in the past 
argued that we ought to lift the ceiling 
on the housing interest rate, that there 
should be no ceiling, and that the rate 
ought to be left in a free market to take 
care of itself according to the supply of 
and demand for money. I have heard 
the argument made many times on the 
:floor of the Senate that we ought to per
mit a free operation of interest rates. 
I have never taken that attitude. I have 
always taken the attitude that we ought 
to be concerned with what the ceiling 
should be. 

Let us go into the field of savings and 
loan associations. I am sorry that the 
distinguished Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. ALLOTT], who knows a great deal 
about savings and loan associations, is 
not present. A few moments ago he ar
gued that loans to Latin American 
countries would be somewhat analogous 
to what takes place with reference to 
savings and loan associations. 

The Home Loan Bank Board and the 
various banks throughout the country 
comprise a rather complex system. 
Then there are the individual Federal 
savings and loan associations. Through 
such a system inE"titutions are able to 
obtain, through Government assistance, 
funds which they in turn lend to people 
for homes. They are not bound to 
charge merely the interest rate that the 
Government charges with a certain 
override, whatever it may be. I do not 
know what interest rate the savings and 
loan associations average throughout the 
country, but I am sure it would rise 
above 6 percent when all the charges 
are counted. 

I am also thinking about the bill 
sponsored by the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DouGLAS]. the so
called truth-in-lending bill, on which 
hearings are either being held or have 
been held, with respect to the lenders 
showing the true interest rates. 

A great outcry against high interest 
rates has arisen over the country. I wish 
to hear what those who have spoken 
about interest rates with respect to 
countries that are in poverty and misery 
have to say when the bill of the Senator 
from Dlinois is considered by the Sen
ate. As the Senator from Dlinois has 
pointed out with respect to loans which 
would be covered by his bill, when all 
the charges have been added and the 
amortization is worked out, sometimes 

the interest rate will run to 10, 12, 15, 
and 20 percent in this country. 

Let us watch the opposition to the bill 
of the Senator from Illinois when it 
comes up and see what kind of an out
cry is made about regulating interest 
rates in this country. 

I believe the administration will carry 
out the law. The proposal which the 
committee chairman has offered is prac
tically the language that Congress wrote 
into the act appropriating money to 
make loans through the Latin American 
Development Loan Fund. As I under
stand, he has merely lifted that language 
out. The amendment that I believe was 
proposed to that bill was voted down 
after a motion of the chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations, the Sen
ator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN], to 
write the language into the law. The 
vote was 41 to 26. The amendment was 
rejected, and the language that is pro
posed in the bill was adopted by that 
vote. It was written into the law and is 
in the law today. What we seek to do 
is to incorporate in the pending bill the 
same language that is already in the law 
governing Latin American loans. 

(At this point Mr. METCALF took the 
chair as Presiding Officer.) 

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 
Mr. GRUENING. I sincerely hope 

that if the debate on interest rates has 
no other purpose, it will at least empha
size to the administrators of the pro
gram that they must be tough in try
ing to exact the conditions stated. 

I am fearful that they will not. On 
the contrary, I believe we are almost 
guaranteeing, by the language, that 
there will be no change. We would, in 
effect, say that whatever we may seek 
to achieve, the customs of the country 
will not be disturbed. There are large 
land holdings. We hope they will be 
broken up. But if we had another 
amendment similar to the one before 
the Senate, we would provide that the 
customs of the country with regard to 
land holdings must not be breached. 
We would say, "We hope you will be 
agreeable and change, but we do not 
expect you to do so." 

I am fearful that unless we insert 
stronger language into the bill our for
eign aid administrators will not be per
suasive. They will have supporting 
them the history of this debate on this 
provision in the bill, which states in 
effect, "What is now will continue to 
be." We are going down into the Latin 
American countries for the very purpose 
of trying to change what is there into 
something better. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I do not agree 
that we would suggest that what is will 
continue to be. We are saying to the 
Latin American countries, "Try to do 
your best to hold down the interest rates 
and make certain that the interest rates 
are not excessive. You are charged 
with the responsibility of seeing effec
tuated, as expeditiously as it can prop-
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erly be done, the specifications of the 
Bogota Agreement." 

I believe that what we ought to do is 
insist upon the administration of the 
act with that in mind, and that we 
ought to do all we can to get them to 
press on these things, not unduly, be
cause I do believe in the sovereign rights 
of the countries concerned. I would not 
favor an amendment, as much as I be
lieve in land reform in these countries, 
which would say that no country could 
get any of this money unless it takes the 
great land holdings of the aristocracy 
and breaks them up into little chunks. 
That is a matter for these countries to 
work out themselves, as to how the land 
reforms should be made. We should 
press for land reform. We should press 
for tax reform. We should press for 
low interest rates. 

I make this suggestion: If we are 
able to do what we hope we will be able 
to do in these programs, these things 
will come about just as the reforms 
came about in Western Europe. They 
came about because of what we advo
cated and because of what we charged 
the administration to do with reference 
to those reforms. 

It is presently anticipated that up to 
5 percent of development loan funds 
may be used to make seed capital avail
able to development banks, savings and 
loan associations, and the like, which 
will, in turn, make loans repayable in 
local currencies, with the Government 
guaranteeing their conversion into dol
lars for repayment to the United States. 
The support of such institutions is very 
worth while since they mobilize local 
savings to be used for the economic and 
social development of the community. 
In order to operate and expand, however, 
these institutions must attract savings 
from local citizens by paying competi
tive interest rates of from 5 percent to 
10 percent, or even more, depending 
upon the local conditions. The rate of 
interest paid the depositors determines 
the interest rates to the borrowers, be
cause these institutions need at least 3 
percent to cover their expenses. There
fore, the interest rate to borrowers on 
locally invested money must range from 
8 percent to 13 percent or more. By 
combining U.S. loan funds obtainable on 
lower rates with these resources, the rate 
charged is normally lower although it 
will often need to exceed 8 percent. It 
should be noted, however, that these 
are generally relatively low rates where 
these institutions now exist or are con
templated. 

Furthermore, reloans of development 
loan funds will have to be protected 
against the incursions of inflation in 
those countries where inflation is oc
curring. Typically, a development bank 
or savings and loan association relend
ing funds would protect itself by includ
ing an inflation allowance in the interest 
rate. While it is theoretically pos
sible to allow for inflation through use 
of some kind of maintenance-of-value 
clause in the reloaning terms to the ul
timate borrowers, in many countries 

such clauses are not permitted by law; 
and, even where they might be lawful, 
their administration is a multitude of 
loan contracts with small borrowers 
would be inordinately difficult. Accord
ingly, in those countries where inflation 
is serious, some provision for devalua
tion of currency must be made. To wait 
until inflation is checked, on the other 
hand, would be to refuse encouragement 
to make the hard decisions to help the 
ordinary people and make the neces
sary financial reforms. 

For these reasons, the executive branch 
considers the amendment a harmful re
striction on the use of development loan 
funds. 

If we can get them to start savings 
and loan associations and savings banks, 
and institutions of that kind, that will 
help these little people, and all of this 
will have a tremendous effect in bringing 
about what the Senator from Alaska and 
I and all of us want to bring about. 

Mr. GROENING. I only hope the 
optimism of the Senator from Alabama 
is justified and that the program will 
succeed as he visualizes. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is what we 
are working for. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT TO LIMIT 

DEBATE 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the time 
allotted for debate on this amendment 
be limited to 20 minutes, 10 minutes to 
be under the control of the Senator from 
Delaware and 10 minutes under the con
trol of the Senator from Alabama. That 
is with reference to the pending amend
ment and all amendments thereto. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. On 
just this amendment. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. And on all amend
ments thereto. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. There 
can be no amendments to the pending 
amendment, because such an amend
ment would be in the third degree. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct; 
on this amendment only. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I will 
not need 10 minutes. I yield myself 3 
minutes. I merely wish to point out 
that what we propose to do under the 
amendment is not to tell the countries 
what they should or should not do with 
their interest rates in the lending of 
their own money. We do say that when 
we furnish American taxpayers' money, 
it shall not be reloaned in those coun
tries at an interest rate in excess of 8 
percent per annum. 

Certainly there is nothing wrong with 
that. 

The substitute offered by the Senator 
from Arkansas represents an extension 
of existing law which is ineffective. I 
previously offered an identical amend
ment to the Latin American aid appro
priations bill, and the Senate unani
mously adopted that amendment. It 
was supported by the chairman of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations and I 

believe also by the Senator from Ala
bama. That was the first time. Later, 
it is true, when it got into conference, 
after the State Department and the 
Treasury Department had offered an
other version, the Senate adopted the 
form of the amendment which is now 
before us in the Fulbright amendment. 

That amendment, in my opinion, does 
nothing. 

There is a precedent for what I pro
pose. In our own country, the U.S. Gov
ernment guarantees mortgages on VA 
and FHA loans, and the interest :..·ate on 
those loans cannot exceed a certain :fig
ure. Certainly if we can put a restric
tion on the American people we can put 
similar restrictions on the people of 
other countries when it involves our own 
money. 

We must make sure that the money 
we lend to those countries goes to help 
the masses of the people in those coun
tries. I call attention to an example of 
what could happen under the Fulbright 
proposal. 

Under the Development Loan Fund a 
loan was negotiated recently by the 
International Products Corp., of Para
guay. The loan amounts to $2,600,000, 
and the interest rate is 5% percent. 
This company owns 2.4 million acres 
of land with forests and a ranch of 
568,000 fenced acres supporting a herd 
of 65,000 head of cattle, oxen, and horses. 
Here is a company which owns 2.4 million 
acres of land, 568,000 acres of which are 
fenced. They were able to borrow 
money direct from the Development Loan 
Fund at 5¥4 percent, which agency in 
turn was financed by the U.S. Govern
ment. They were big enough to come to 
us direct. 

Under the Fulbright amendment a 
small farmer in the same country who is 
trying to buy a farm in that country 
would have to go through a bank of that 
country. Under that setup we would 
furnish money to the banks at little or 
no interest, and they in turn could charge 
this farmer 12 percent. In some cases 
these charges would be 15 or 18 percent. 
Or it may be, as the Senator from Alaska 
has pointed out, as high as 3 percent a 
month. How can that be justified? 

If we want to make sure that the 
money which we put up for this program 
goes to the benefit of the people of those 
countries we should adopt the amend
ment which I have offered today. What 
we must decide is whether we are more 
interested in protecting the loan prac
tices of the moneylenders in those coun
tries than we are in protecting the bor
rowers. I believe the borrowers need the 
protection. Simply stated, that is the 
question before us. 

Mr. President, I am ready to vote. I 
am willing to yield back the remainder 
of my time, if the Senator from Alabama 
is ready to yield back the remainder of 
his time. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield back the 
remainder of the time on this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time for debate on the amendment has 
been yielded back. The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment in the nature 
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of a substitute offered by the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT]. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that 

the Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE] 
and the Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAY
DEN] are absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. HARTKE] would vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is paired with the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLERJ. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
New Mexico would vote "yea," and the 
Senator from Maryland would vote 
"nay." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] is 
necessarily absent, and his pair has been 
previously announced. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
JAVITS] is detained on official business. 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuT
LER] is absent because of illness. 

On this vote, the Senator from Mary
land [Mr. BuTLER] is paired with the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Maryland would vote "nay," and the 
Senator from New Mexico would vote 
"yea." 

Mr. MANSFIELD. On this vote I 
have a pair with the senior Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. If he were pres
ent and voting, he would vote "nay"; if 
I were permitted to vote, I would vote 
"yea." I withhold my vote. 

The result was announced-yeas 48, 
nays 45, as follows: 

Anderson 
Bartlett 
Bible 
Burdick 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Church 
Dodd 
Ellender 
Engle 
Ervin 
Fulbright 
Gore 
Hart 
Hickey 
Hill 
Holland 

Aiken 
All ott 
Beall 
Bennett 
Boggs 
Bridges 
Bush 
Byrd, Va. 
Cannon 
Capehart 
Carlson 
carroll 
Case, N.J. 
Case, S. Dak. 
Clark 

(No.142] 
YEAB-48 

Humphrey 
Jackson 
Jordan 
Kefauver 
Kerr 
Long, Mo. 
Long, Hawaii 
Long, La. 
Magnuson 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
McGee 
McNamara 
Metcalf 
Monroney 
Morse 

NAYS-45 

Moss 
Muskie 
Neuberger 
Pastore 
Pell 
Randolph 
Saltonstall 
Smathers 
Smith, Mass. 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Wiley 
Williams, N.J. 
Young, Ohio 

Cooper Miller 
Cotton Morton 
Curtis Mundt 
Douglas Prouty 
Dworshak Proxmire 
Eastland Robertson 
Fong Russell 
Goldwater Schoeppel 
Gruelling Scott 
Htckenlooper Smith, Maine 
Hruska. Thurmond 
Johnston Tower 
Keating Williams, Del. 
Kuchel Yarborough 
La.usche Young, N.Dak. 

NOT VOTING-7 
Butler Hartke Mansfield 
Chavez Hayden 
Dirksen .Javits 

So Mr. FuLBRIGHT's amendment <in the 
nature of a substitute for the amend-

ment of Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware and 
Mr. CooPER) was agreed to. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
move that the vote by which my amend
ment to the Williams amendment was 
agreed to be reconsidered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion to 
lay on the table the motion to reconsider. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, the adoption of the Fulbright 
amendment to my amendment has, to 
all effects and purposes, destroyed any 
possibility of affecting or determining 
the interest rate to be charged by those 
who borrow money from our country. 
Therefore, I think my amendment, as 
now amended, might just as well be 
omitted from the bill; I do not think it 
is now worth putting it in. Therefore, 
Mr. President, I wish to withdraw my 
amendment as amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Unani
mous consent will be required for that 
purpose. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
my amendment as amended may now be 
withdrawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none. 
Without objection, the amendment as 
amended is withdrawn. 

Mr. BRIDGES obtained the :floor. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 

President, will the Senator from New 
Hampshire yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I wish 

to inquire whether I correctly under
stand that now that my amendment as 
amended has been withdrawn, and has 
not been voted on, it can be offered at a 
later time, either in the same form or 
in some other form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator can reoffer the amendment if, 
as reoffered, there is a substantial 
change in it. The identical amendment 
could not be reoffered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is 
my understanding. 

Mr. President, if I may have the per
mission of the Senator from New Hamp
shire, I wish to yield now to the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. CooPER], who has 
an amendment to submit. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Montana will state it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Who has the :floor? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New Hampshire has the 
fioor. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Will the 
Senator from New Hampshire yield, so 
that the Senator from Kentucky may 
propose a substitute amendment, and 
have it read for the information of the 
Senate? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I am willing to yield 
in order to have the amendment sub-

mitted, but with the understanding that 
a speech will not be made on it. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Delaware and I wish to sub
mit an amendment which goes to this 
subject; and I wish to have the amend
ment read at this time, so that Mem
bers of the Senate will know what we 
have offered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from New Hampshire yield 
for that purpose? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I do 
not wish to lose the :floor. Inasmuch as 
I now have the :floor, I call up my amend
ment identified as "8-11-61-A," and ask 
that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from New Hampshire will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 8, 
line 24, after the word "REPORTs" it is 
proposed to add: "AND AUDITS". 

On page 9, line 9, after the sentence, it 
is proposed to insert the following: 
The reports and underlying transactions 
shall be subject to audit a.s provided in sec
tions 105 and 106 of the Government Corpo
ration Control Act, a.s amended (31 U.S.C. 
850-851). 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Hampshire yield, so 
that I may send my amendment to the 
desk? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield for that pur
pose. 

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator 
from New Hampshire. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Dela
ware and I are going to pursue the issue 
we have raised today. For that reason, 
we have another amendment; and I now 
ask that the amendment be printed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment will be re
ceived and will be printed. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I wish 
to modify my amendment by substitut
ing a comma for the colon in line 7, 
striking out the quotation marks, and 
adding the following: 
except that the General Accounting Office 
may modify the January 15 reporting date 
required by section 106 and submit the an
nual audit reports to the Congress as soon a.s 
practicable. 

And on page 83, in line 18, substitute 
a period for the comma, and strike out 
the remainder of the sentence. 

As thus modified, Mr. President, this 
amendm·ent provides, under the statutes, 
for what other legislation of this type 
provides-namely, for an annual audit. 
Such a provision was omitted from the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment of the Senator from New 
Hampshire, as modified, will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 8, 
line 24, after the word "Reports" it is 
proposed to add: "and audits". 

On page 9, line 9, after the sentence 
insert the following: "The reports and 
underlying transactions shall be subject 
to audit as provided in sections 105 and 
106 of the Government Corporation Con
trol Act, as amended (31 U.S.C. 850-851), 
except that the General Accounting Of
fice may modify the January 15 report-
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ing date required by section 106 and sub
mit the annual audit reports to the 
Congress as soon as practicable." 

Also, on page 83, line 18, substitute a 
period for the comma and strike out the 
balance of the sentence. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I 
move the adoption of my amendment, 
as modified. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, let 
me ask whether the Senator from New 
Hampshire wishes to speak on his 
amendment. I am prepared to accept 
it. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Verr well. In that 
case, Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed at this point in 
the RECORD, as a part of my remarks, a 
statement I had prepared in connection 
with my amendment. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR BRIDGES, REPUBLICAN, 

OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, IN EXPLANATION OF 
AMENDMENT ON PAGE 8, LINE 24, AND ON 
PAGE 9, LINE 9, PROVIDING FOR AUDITS IN 

ACCORDANCE WITH SECTIONS 105 AND 106 
OF THE GOVERNMENT CORPORATION CON
TROL ACT 
Mr. President, I am appalled at the ex

tent to which the provisions of this bill 
strip away the prerogatives of the Congress
particularly the appropriations functions of 
the Congress. I have always supported the 
idea of foreign aid. But I have always 
voted for amendments and provisions in the 
various bills to try and insure sensible man
agement. That the efforts of the Congress 
to insure proper mapagement have so often 
failed is evidenced by the frequent "foreign 
aid scandals." These have become so nu
merous that many people around the coun
try have reached the conclusion that it may 
be necessary to burn down the barn to be 
rid of the rodents. I predict that many 
Members who will seek reelection next year 
will encounter this attitude on the part of 
the electorate. 

Mr. President, I wish to explain this move
ment. It is aimed at making the auditing 
provisions of the Government Corporation 
Control Act applicable to the entire 
spectrum of development loan activities. 
I simply cannot comprehend why those 
who drafted this legislation would provide, 
as they have in section 203(b) that sections 
102, 103, and 104 of this act are to be ap
plied to foreign aid under the development 
loans-the sections which require that a 
budget be submitted-but have practically 
ignored sections 105 and 106 of the act, 
which relate to auditing the programs. 

I note that subsection 635(f) (5) requires 
an integral set of accounts to be maintained 
and audited in accordance with the princi
ples of the Government Corporation Control 
Act, but this does not, in my opinion, re
quire the annual audit specified in sections 
105 and 106 of the Control Act. My amend
ment will require such audits to be made 
annually. I prefer to believe that this omis
sion was a misadvertence. Consequently, I 
regard this amendment as a technical 
amendment, it merely assures the Congress 
and the American people that the develop
ment loan programs-where the Congress 
has relinquished its appropriation controls
will be subject to the annual scrutiny and 
review of the auditing procedures of the 
GAO. 

This amendment makes the intent of the 
Congress clear and specific by making ap
plicable sections 105 and 106 of the Gov
ernment Corporation Control Act; that is, 
that all of the information, papers, records, 

reports, files, etc., that the Comptroller Gen
eral deems to be necessary in the effective 
performance of his responsibilities be fur
nished at the request of the Comptroller 
General or his duly accredited employees. 
This should prevent the dimculties that the 
Comptroller General has experienced in the 
past in getting all of the data necessary for 
effectively reviewing foreign operations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from New Hamp
shire, as modified. Without objection, 
the amendment as modified is agreed to. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Madam President, I 
now call up my amendment identified 
as "8-11-61-E," and ask to have it stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mrs. 
NEUBERGER in the chair). The amend
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Hampshire will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is pro
posed, on page 37, line 10, after "(b)" 
to strike out the entire first sentence of 
the section. 

On page 37, line 16, after the word 
"order" to insert "under subsection (a) 
of this section." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator wish the amendments to be 
considered en bloc? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? Without objection, the 
amendments will be considered en bloc. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Madam President, 
this section of the bill, 510 (b), gives the 
Department of Defense a blank check 
in the amount of $200 million on the 
Treasury of the United States. With ap
propriations totaling nearly $50 billion, 
it simply is not necessary to have an ad
ditional blank check for $200 million. 
Section 510 authorizes the President to 
furnish from the untold billions in De
fense stocks up to the amount of $200 
million in any fiscal year to foreign 
countries and, in effect, commits the 
Congress in advance to reimburse the 
Defense Department for such trans
actions. 

I can see no necessity for such loose 
fiscal practices. What if the Congress 
refuses to reimburse the Defense Depart
ment by appropriation? The answer is 
that the Treasury simply makes good. 
Why are we requested to follow such 
procedures? Are there indications that 
the Congress is growing cool toward this 
program? 

There are ample stocks in the Defense 
Establishment to permit the President 
to commit $200 million in goods or serv
ices in cases of dire necessity. There 
are ample opportunities to reimburse De
fense in the numerous supplemental re
quests for appropriations. This is only 
another device to preclude congressional 
review of this program. It is not neces
sary. My amendment simply restores to 
the Congress the right to review the nec
essity of replenishing Defense stocks on 
which the President may have drawn in 
an emergency. It would have no effect 
whatever on the freedom of the Presi
dent to react to an emergency situation. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Madam President, 
I have no objection to the amendments. 
They are perfectly agreeable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing, en bloc, to the 
amendments of the Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
Mr. BRIDGES. Madam President, I 

now call up my amendment, which I of
fer for myself and the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. MUNDT], identified 
as "8-14-61-E," and ask to have it 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Hampshire for himself and the 
Senator from South Dakota will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed, 
on page 24, line 2, to delete the period, 
substitute in lieu thereof a semicolon, 
and add the following language: 

Provided, That no part of any of the funds 
authorized herein shall be available to make 
voluntary contributions to any organization 
of which the People's Republic of China is a 
member. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Madam President, 
this is a very simple and forthright 
amendment. It is intended to support 
and give additional meaning-practical 
meaning-to the announced policy of our 
Government, reiterated time and again 
by votes of the Congress, and fully sup
ported by President Kennedy, as it was 
by President Eisenhower. This amend
ment would serve to strengthen the hand 
of our Ambassador to the United Nations 
when he and his cohorts endeavor once 
again this autumn to fight off those who 
favor seating Red China in the U.N. 

This is a practical ammendment. It 
provides that funds authorized in this 
act shall not be used to pay voluntary 
contributions to specialized U.N. activi
ties if Red China is a member. I would 
hope the administration would withhold 
such voluntary contributions in any case, 
but this amendment would strengthen 
its position. 

This amendment has nothing to do 
with our "dues" as a member of any 
international organization. The funds 
for our annual, regular, or special as
sessments are furnished in the State
Justice appropriation bill. The funds for 
voluntary contributions to the U.N. and 
to other international activities are au
thorized in the pending measure. 

I believe this amendment puts mem
bers of the U.N. on notice that, if they 
persist in efforts to seat Red China in 
opposition to the policy of the United 
States, they can no longer expect the 
American taxpayer to finance the activi
ties of the U.N.-in amounts ranging 
anywhere from 40 to 100 percent of the 
cost of such activities by voluntary con
tributions-no matter how desirable 
they may be. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that a statement and an at
tached table of contributions be inserted 
at this point in the RECORD. 

Madam President, my amendment per
tains only to voluntary contributions as 
set forth in the attached table. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 
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U.S. cont1·ibutions to international organizations and programs, fiscal yea1' 1961 

Total assess· U;S. U.S. contrl-
ment per- bution 

cent 

A. United Nations and specialized agencies: 
United Nations._---------------------- $58,300,000 
Food and Agriculture Organization_____ 9, 225,500 
Intergovernmental Maritime Consul-

tative Organization___________________ 255,000 
International Civil Aviation Organiza-

tion._-------------------------------- 4, 023, 465 
International Labor Organization._____ 9, 003,909 
International Telecommunication Union. 2, 868,657 
United Nations Educational, Scientific 

and Cultural Organization___________ 12,957,763 
Universal Postal Union._-- ------------ 609,195 
World Health Organization._- --------- 16,889,760 
World Meteorological Organization_____ 666,179 

1------1 
SubtotaL____________________________ 114,799,428 

B. United Nations Emergency Force__________ 20,000,000 
C. United Nations operations in the Congo____ 60,000,000 

D. Inter-American organizations: 
Pan American Union__________________ 8, 323,382 
Exchange of Frequency Notifications___ 19, 000 
Inter-American Children's Institute____ 80,000 
Inter-American Indian Institute________ 27,600 
Inter-American Institute of Agricul-

tural Sciences_____________ ___________ 337,135 
Inter-American Tropical Tuna Com-

mission __ ----------------- ------ -- --- 373, 821 
Pan American Health Organization__ __ 4,000,000 
Pan American Institute of Geography 

and History-------------------- --- --- 125,000 
Pa~ ~erican Railway Congress Asso-

matwn __________ --------------------- 11,914 
Postal Unionofthe Americas and Spain. 14,778 

1------1 
SubtotaL---------------------------- 13,312,630 

E. Other regional organizations: 
Caribbean Commission ________________ _ 
Central Treaty Organization __ --------
Colombo Plan Council for Technical 

Cooperation in South and Southeast 

275,243 
650,357 

Asia _____________ --------------------- 122, 777 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 

civilian headquarters__________________ 5, 500,000 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

Parliamentary Conference____________ 112,000 
Southeast Asia Treaty Organization__ __ 1, 096,980 
South Pacific Commission ___ ___ __ _____ 558,370 

1------1 
SubtotaL____________________________ 8, 315,727 

1====1 
F. Other international organizations: 

Central Commission for Navigation 
or the Rhine .. -------- ----------------Coffee Study Group ___________________ _ 

International Atomic Energy Agency __ _ 
International Bureau of Education ____ _ 
International Bureau for the Perma-

nent Court of Arbitration._ ---------
International Bureau for the Publica-

tion or Customs Tariffs ______________ _ 
International Bureau of Weights and 

Measures ______ ______ -------_------ __ -
International Commission for North

west Atlantic Fisheries.--- - ---------
International Cotton Advisory Com-

mittee ______________ -- _________ ---_-_-

90,000 
70,000 

5,843,000 
102,041 

28,170 

162,648 

134,971 

51,404 

116,354 

32.51 - I $19,269,331 
32.51 2 2, 999,210 

17.29 

32.95 
25.00 
10.39 

30.74 
4.29 

31.71 
19.03 

30.81 

48.48 
49.94 

66.00 
33.78 
40.00 
17.39 

66.79 

99.70 
66.00 

39.02 

41.97 
8.16 

66.32 

38.40 
20.00 

5. 56 

24.20 

24.20 
25.00 
12.50 

23.39 

14.29 
20.25 
32.51 

2. 45 

4.14 

5.32 

10.89 

10.40 

15.47 

3 40,813 

•1,395,000 
6}, 975,364 

0 326,456 

7 3,832, 952 
26,145 

5, 355,110 
8117,897 

35,338,278 

9 3, 200,000 
10 29,962, 833 

5, 493,432 
6, 419 

32,000 
4,800 

225, 177 

372,700 
2,640,000 

48,780 

5,000 
1,206 

8,829, 514 

II 112,299 
12 88,441 

6,830 

13 1, 006, 000 

27,219 
u 202,698 

69,797 

1, 513,284 

13,200 
14,176 

1, 899, 560 
2,500 

1,167 

8, 658 

1514,211 

5,650 

18,000 

1 The United States paid an advance to the working capital fund of $316,001. 
2 Of this amount, $1,399,210 was contributed toward the 1960 budget and $1,600,000 

was contributed toward the 1961 budget. 
3 The United States received a credit of $3,279. 
• Because of prior year adjustments of $6,096 and a working capital fund advance 

of $34,986, the U.S. contribution amounted to $1,354,621 for calendar year 1960. Of 
the amount shown, $679,000 was contributed toward the 1960 budget and $716,000 was 
contributed toward the 1961 budget. 

6 The United States received a credit of $275,613. 
6 The United States will contribute an estimated $26,456 for extraordinary expenses, 

i.e., cost of meetings, etc. 
7 The United States received a credit of $150,264. 
8 The United States received a credit of $8,854. 
9 '.rhe U.S. contribution to the calendar year 1960 cost of UNEF totaled $9,697,064, 

including an assessment of $6,497,064, which was paid from fiscal year 1960 funds, and 
a voluntary contribution of $3,200,000, which was paid from fiscal year 1961 funds. 

to The United States was assessed $15,745,211 for expenses incurred by the Secretary 
General for the United Nations Operations in the Congo from July 14 to Dec. 31, 
1960. 'l'be United States also made a voluntary contribution of $3,900,000 and waived 
the cost of the initial airlift totaling $10,317,622. 

F. Other international organizations-Con. 
International Council of Scientific 

Total assess- U.S. U.S. contri-
ment per- bution 

cent 

Unions and its associated unions.____ $167, 803 15. 52 $26, 043 
International Criminal Police Com-

mission_______________________________ 185,233 5. 94 11,000 
International Hydrographic Bureau.___ 124, 669 8. 02 9, 997 
International Lead and Zinc Study 

Group________________________________ 50,000 11.65 5, 825 
Internati_on_al North Pacific Fisheries 

COIDID.lSSIOn__________________________ 48,690 33.33 16,762 
International Rubber Study Group____ 42, 840 12. 91 5, 530 
International Seed Testing Association. 13, 000 6. 92 900 
International Sugar CounciL_____ ______ 162, 400 12.25 20,000 
International Union of Official Travel 

Organizations ------------------------ 43,668 4. 58 2, 000 
International Union for the Protection 

of Industrial Property________________ 136,744 4. 98 tG 17,500 
International Whaling Commission_____ 8, 373 6. 70 561 
International Wheat CounciL _________ 134,400 16.95 22,863 
Interparliamentary Union__________ ____ 136,198 15. 42 21,000 
North Pacific Fur Seal Commission____ 7, 600 25.00 1, 900 
Permanent International Association 

of Navigation Congresses.------ ----- 9, 200 16.30 1, 500 
1-----------1------1----------

SubtotaL _ ------------------------- 7, 869,406 27.07 2, 140, 503 
======il========== 

Total assessed budgets_---- -------- 224,297, 191 11 39.20 80,984,412 
G. Special programs financed by voluntary 

contributions: 18 
Central Treaty Organization multilat-

eral technical cooperation program ___ _ 
Intergovernmental Committee for European Migration ________________ _ 
International Atomic Energy Agency, 

operating program ___________________ _ 
International Civil Aviation Organiza-

tion, joint support program __________ _ 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, science program _____________________ _ 
Organization of American States, tech

nical cooperation program.----------
Pan American Health Organization, 

water supply program _______________ _ 
Pan American Health Organization, 

malaria eradication program __ __ _____ _ 
United Nations Children's Fund ______ _ 
United Nations economic aid to the Congo ___ . ____________________________ _ 
United Nations Educational, Scientific, 

and Cultural Organization, aid to 

U~~~j0-Nations--expanded--tecirriical-
assistance program __ ----------------

United Nations High Commissioner 
for Refugees program ________________ _ 

United Nations Relief and Works 
Agency for Palestine Refugees in the 
Near East __ -------------------- ------United Nations Special Fund _________ _ 

World Health Organization, commun
ity water supply program __ ---------

World Health Organization, malaria 
eradication program _________________ _ 

World Health Organization, medical research project ______________________ _ 

Total special programs ____________ _ 

TotaL ________ ----_------- ___ -------

150, 000 33. 33 

22, 628, 830 40. 00 

1' 280, 000 50. 00 

2, 125, 545 39. 66 

3, 100, 000 42. 99 

2, 000, ()()() 70. 00 

125, 000 100. 00 

1, 500,000 100.00 
26, 086, 956 46. 00 

24, 000, 000 62. 50 

1, 000,000 100.00 

44, 532,041 40. 00 

3, 900, 000 33. 33 

50,000 

9,051, 532 

640,000 

842,991 

19 1, 327,600 

1,400,000 

125,000 

1, 500,000 
12,000,000 

15,000,000 

1,000,000 

17,812,817 

1,300,000 

33, 571, 429 70. 00 20 23, 500,000 
47,029,673 40.00 18,811,869 

175, ()()() 100. 00 175, 000 

4, 379, 242 21 91. 34 4, 000, 000 

500, ()()() 100.00 500,000 
------1----------

218, 083, 716 50. 00 109,036, 809 
==I==== 

442, 380, 907 44. 53 190,021, 221 

11 Of the amount shown, $33,931, was contributed toward the fiscal period 1960 
budget and $78,368 toward the fiscal period 1961 budget. 

12 '.rhe United States received credits totaling $41,630. 
t3 The United States received a credit of $325,000 from miscellaneous income and 

U.S. nationals loaned to NATO. 
a The United States received a credit of $71,547 from prior year surpluses and U.S. 

nationals loaned to SEATO. 
t6 The United States received adjustments of $491. 
t6 The United States was assessed $7,000 and also contributed $10,500 of prior years 

arrear ages. 
11 The percentage shown includes the U.S. voluntary contributions to UNEF and 

ONUC. Excluding these contributions, the U.S. percent of assessed budgets is 31.44. 
ts U.S. contributions to these programs represent contributions made to the cor

responding calendar year, i.e., U.S. fiscal year 1961 contributions are made to the 
calendar year 1961 programs. Consequently total contributions and U.S. contribu
tions are estimates at this time. 

u The U.S. share is $1,332,600, but was reduced by $5,000 because of credits. 
2o Includes $6,500,000 contributed in kind, principally Public Law 480 commodi

ties. 
2t Percentage shown is the percentage of total U.S. contributions to total govern

ment contributions since the beginning of the program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Madam President, 
may I ask a question of the sponsor of 
the amendment? I am not clear that 
there is any organization to which Red 
China belongs. 

It is preventive action, rather than 
something to take effect at the present 
time, and I think it is a wholesome pre
ventive. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Louisiana will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed, 
on page 6, line 12, to str*e out "$1,900,-
000,000", and insert in lieu thereof 
"$1, 700,000,000". 

Mr. BRIDGES. This is a preventive 
measure, in case Red China should nuz
zle her nose under the tent in some way. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The. 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President, I 

offer an amendment, which I send to 
the desk and ask to have it stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Louisiana. 
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. Madam President, 

may I ask the Senator from Louisiana 
if this .ls a new amendment? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes; I have just sent 
it to the desk. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I should like to see 
the amendment. I have a list of several 
amendments. I thought it was one of 
those. 

Mr. ELLENDER. No, it is not in
cluded in that list. The amendment is 
a very simple one. It reduces by $200 
:million the amount to be made avail
able to the Development Loan Fund, for 
the fiscal years 1963 through 1966. It 
will be recalled that on yesterday the 
distinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
LAusCHE] offered an amendment which 
would have reduced the amount avail
able to the DLF for each of the next 4 
fiscal years from $1.9 billion to $1.6 bil
lion. As I stated during the debate at 
that time, I had considered offering a 
similar amendment. Since the amend
ment of the Senator from Ohio lost by 
a vote of 46 to 46, I am now offering 
this amendment in the hope that we can 
reduce the borrowing authority of the 
DLF during each of the next 4 fiscal years 
from $1.9 billion to $1.7 billion. 

It is not my purpose at this time to 
repeat the many arguments made by 
Senators who favored the amendment 
on yesterday. I do wish to point out, 
however, that the DLF program now on 
the statute books was inauglli·ated in 
1957. As the record shows, over $2 bil
lion was made available to the DLF since 
that time. Yet, during this period of 3 
years, only $1.675 billion was obligated. 
This leaves $325 million unobligated and 
available for commitment. This clearly 
shows the justification of my amend
ment. Since the administrators of the 
DLF were only able to obligate over a 
3-year period less than $1.7 billion, the 
amount of $1.7 billion for each fiscal 
year 1963 through 1966, which would 
be available if my amendment was 
adopted, should be more than ample. 

In substance, this is the burden of my 
argument. I am very hopeful that the 
amendment will be accepted by the 
chairman of the committee. As I said, 
the vote on yesterday was 46 to 46. I 
have simply decreased by $100 million 
the amount sought to be taken away 
annually from the DLF's borrowing au
thority by the amendment which was 
offered by the Senator from Ohio yes
terday. 

On this amendment I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. CURTIS. Madam President, I 

shall support the amendment of the dis
tinguished Senator from Louisiana. 

Fifteen years ago the Congress en
acted aid for foreign nations, wartime 
allies, to rebuild their wartorn home
lands. America, typically generous, 
launched into a 5-year program to ac
complish this great humanitalian en
deavor. From the outset, I was opposed 
to foreign economic aid. One of my deep 
concerns was that there is little likeli
hoOd of ever living up to the ideal of a 
temporary Federal program. I then 
stated that it would never come to an 
end. It just does not work, and foreign 
aid is one of the many examples where 

proponents have sold a majority of the 
Congress on an alleged temporary pro
gram which now, by all reckoning, ap
pears to be permanent. 

We have undergone a transition 
whereby foreign aid has assumed the 
character of a permanent and indis
pensable part of U.S. foreign policy. 

A recently prepared summary states 
·we have spent $84.1 billion on foreign 
aid in the past 15 years. Many of the 
nations whom we have assisted hand
somely are today rated in better eco
nomic posture than is the United States. 
I am told that the combined national 
debts of all the nations we aid is now 
less than half the amount of the na-
tional debt of the United States. . 

Some months ago I saw a summary of 
India's current budget. In it, as a part 
of the budget, is included that amount 
which will be received under foreign aid. 
This raises the question whether aid 
stultifies maximum local effort. 

More recently I received a copy of the 
sixth annual report of the Australian 
commonwealth entitled "The Australian 
Economy, 1961," and I would like to read 
a portion of it, under the heading of 
"Trends abroad": 

In the United Kingdom the rapid expan
sion of demand and output that character
ized 1959 extended into the early months 
of 1960; but after the first quarter of the 
year there was a marked change of trend. 
Fixed investment continued to rise and Gov
ernment purchases apparently also increased 
by a small amount; but exports fell and 
consumer spending leveled o:ff. Investment 
in stocks continued at a high rate through
out the year; but there was no net rise in 
industrial production in the last three-quar
ters of the year. The small increase in total 
demand after the first quarter was met by 
imports, which continued to rise throughout 
the year. 

In the other principal Western European 
·countries economic expansion continued 
over 1960, as a whole, at a faster rate than 
in 1959. Most of the Western European 
economies were very fully employed and in 
Western Germany, in particular, the shortage 
of labor became acute. This increased pres
sure on available resources no doubt played 
a part in the slackening of the rate of growth 
that occurred in the second half of 1960. 
But 1960 was for Western Europe, generally, 
a highly prosperous year. 

Japan, whose economy is now of great and 
growing importance to Australia, continued 
in 1960 to achieve a higher rate of growth 
than any other industrialized country. Over 
the year, industrial production was esti
mated to have increased by no less than 25 
percent. Imports also rose by 25 percent, 
but this was more than matched by the 
growth in exports and Japan's balance-of
payments position was further strengthened. 

With the notable exception of the United 
States, all the major industrial countries 
added to their monetary reserves in 1960. 

With an increase in exports and a slight 
fall in imports, the U.S. surplus on cur
rent account rose substantially; but U.S. 
Government expenditures abroad, foreign 
aid and the net outflow of private invest
ment more than offset the current sur
plus. The overall U.S. balance-of-payments 
deficit for the year was $3.8 billion. Never
theless, the United States at the end of 1960, 
with gold holdings amounting to $17.8 bil
lion, remained in a strong position. 

Let me repeat the phrase--
With the notable exception of the United 

States, all the major industrial countries 
added to their monetary reserves in 1960. 

Let me also repeat-
but U.S. Government expenditures abroad, 
foreign aid and the net outflow of private 
investment more than offset the current 
surplus. 

Now, who are those "major industrial 
countries" whose economic stature at 
the close of 1960 are stated to be better 
than that of the United States? They 
are: 

First. France, who has received $9.4 
billion in foreign a1d. 

Second. United Kingdom, who has re
ceived $7.8 billion in foreign aid. 

Third. Italy, who has received $5.5 bil
lion in foreign aid. 

Fourth. Germany, who has received 
$4.9 billion in foreign aid. 

Fifth. Japan, who has received $3.4 
billion in foreign aid. 

We have been wonderfully generous 
with these nations; we have supported 
their burgeoning economies. But, there 
is never a point of satiety beyond which 
we turn attention to the liquidation of 
our own debt. 

This report states an imbalance in 
the 1960 account of the United States 
from foreign aid and the net outflow of 
private investment. Has this admin
istration proposed a curtailment of aid? 
Absolutely not. Has this administration 
proposed a curtailment of private ex
penditure abroad by revenue reforms 
and collateral policies? Absolutely yes. 
We are, therefore, willing to trade an 
asset for a liability. 

This is advocated, even though many 
of the stanchest proponents of foreign 
aid readily agree that private invest
ment abroad brings to a foreign nation 
a more durable and elevating economic 
and social benefit than does foreign aid. 

The alteration of economic law in 
this great Nation, during the past 25 
years, completely defies the absolutes of 
arithmetic which I learned in a rural 
Nebraska school almost a half century 
ago. I learned that if you had a dollar 
to spend, when it was gone you were 
broke. If you borrowed more and spent 
it, you would have to pay it back. True, 
I come from a State where we are al
leged to have inferior public instruc
tion, and I may lack enlightenment into 
a fourth economic dimension which 
would make possible a permanent al-
1;eration of the old principle that 2 plus 
2 makes 4-2 minus 2 is nothing. 

I submit that Congress could today 
vote a hundred billion dollars for for
eign aid. That is an act fully within 
the possibility of our capabilities. 

I also submit that with our lawful 
authority, as Members of this great 
body, goes a parallel responsibility. 
When I look at a $290 billion national 
debt, a history of years of deficit financ
ing, and a service charge on that debt 
with its fixed and third biggest item in 
our annual budget-! am humbled by 
the knowledge that we have no divine 
direction to give away what we have not 
got. 

I hope this may have some impact on 
my colleagues who regard opposition to 
foreign aid as only a shibboleth of the 
conservatives. 

As we look back upon this relatively 
new element of foreign policy-for 15 
years is a short time in which to evoke 
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a major change of such magnitude-! 
am each year more distressed by what I 
hear and read about it. Despite the 15-
year outlay of $84 billion, despite the 
economic and military support of all the 
free world-an act never before at
tempted by any nation in the world's 
history-we seem not to be getting our 
case sold to those many nations who seek 
our help to stabilize the freedom we de
sire for all mankind or to emerge into 
that degree of freedom. 

American travelers come home from 
all corners of the globe with the routine 
report, "They don't like us." 

To the south we hear, repeatedly, 
"Yankee go home." 

The "Ugly American," whether valid 
or invalid, is accepted as fact in many 
areas of the free world. 

The President himself, less than a 
year ago, said flatly that our prestige 
abroad is at low ebb. 

So, 15 years of buying good will, of 
molding an alliance of freemen, seems 
not to have achieved its hoped-for 
objective. 

I realize that a wealthy and powerful 
nation can reflect among less fortunate 
nations the same reaction of a wealthy 
relative's regard among his poor rela
tions. Also, I realize that we have been 
generous, and I personally think profli
gate, in an effort to erase this reaction. 
Yet, an anti-United States posture now 
seems to be the rallying point for the 
politicans of most nations who want our 
help. 

Many factors undoubtedly contribute 
to this strange state of affairs. Each 
year committees of the Congress hear a 
new batch of "horror stories"-of aid 
money frittered away on useless and 
ludicrous projects. 

The irrigation project which would not 
irrigate because there is not enough 
water. 

The dam in the desert to catch rain
fall where it does not rain. 

The three factories built but never 
operated. 

The drought relief sent to a country 
but much of it undistributed at the end 
of the drought. 

The highway built into the side of the 
mountain. 

More than a million dollars of high
way equipment shipped but never 
operated. 

The record is so full of multimillion
dollar mistakes that debate on this bill 
allows not time for full entry. 

If any Senators doubt these excesses, 
I suggest they spend time with appro
priate personnel of the Comptroller 
General's staff. These excesses repre
sent not only gross waste-they create 
a shocking spectacle for less fortunate 
people who are hoped to hold in esteem 
this great and powerful Nation. 

Another aspect of foreign aid opera
tions which diminishes our stature is 
that aid personnel is cast in a completely 
neutral role in whatever country aided. 
Thus, we accept a government which 
may be corrupt-its corruption is fully 
obvious to its citizens. In aiding that 
government our personnel and our dol
lars become a part of that government. 

If the government is despised, we too, as 
its adjunct, are equally despised. 

Recently a book reached my office 
written by a former employee of this 
Government under our foreign aid pro
gram. The government of his assigned 
country was, he states, very corrupt. 
Its annual budget was, during his 
service, $90 million. Two-thirds of it was 
supplied by our aid dollars-60 million 
U.S. dollars. We supported a corrupt 
few who got richer from our aid. 
We built their political machine by 
hiring, far in excess of workload, their 
relatives and favored supporters. We 
perpetuated an evil despised by the 
populace-a populace which, this former 
employee states, also despises the United 
S tates. 

This same situation is said to exist in 
many other aided countries. If this be 
true, are we purchasing alliance and 
good will, or are we buying disrepute 
and eventual opposition from a succeed
ing government in such nations? 

After these 15 years of foreign aid
the newest and most expensive arm of 
our foreign policy, we had better take 
a look, here in the Congress, at its cur
rent status. 

As we measure its 15-year course, its 
$84 billion expenditure, as the ma
jority is ready to underwrite larger an
nual expenditure on a long-term basis, 
let us pause to reflect, "How has it 
fared?" 

Does it measure up to the expecta
tions of its most devout supporters? 

Is it efficient? Are we getting any
where near the degree of efficiency we 
demand from Federal expenditure for 
domestic projects and programs? 

Does the possibility exist that support 
of corrupt governments completely ne
gates our activities in certain aided 
countries? 

Is there an effective way to help ana
tion corrupted by its leaders without in
terfering in the internal affairs of a 
friendly nation? 

Can our support be misused to create 
more Castros, more pro-Communist lead
ers? 

Are the American people gaining that 
degree of alliance which proponents of 
this aid seek in the free world? 

No nation in the history of the world 
has a record to equal the humanitarian 
endeavors of these United States. To a 
degree, our aid has been motivated by 
this noble part of America's nature. Al
so, it is perfectly honorable that, as we 
endeavor to enlighten and uplift the less
fortunate nations, we deserve friend
ship and support, we deserve a bond 
with them to resist together Communist 
imperialism. In the Congress, we are 
obligated to the American people to 
achieve a real measure of success. We 
cannot risk the day when our efforts will 
be found wanting. 

If the Congress fails this responsibil
ity weighing heavily upon us all, we will 
be as callous as the fellow who feels his 
spiritual obligations are met when he 
throws $10 into the collection plate every 
Sunday. 

Madam President, the evils of the 
world are greater than those which can 
be solved by Uncle Sam continually writ-

ing checks. He is in danger of gaining 
the reputation of being "Uncle Sap." 

I shall support the pending amend
ment. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Madam Presi
dent, the colloquy as it appears in the 
RECORD seems to include a number of 
misunderstandings. 

The statements by the able Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] on page 
15926, in the left column, appear to con
vey the understanding that the $300 mil
lion under discussion was to be from re
payments from loans to be made out of 
new development lending money. 

Madam President, I bring this up be
cause apparently we are now discussing 
in principle the same item under consid
eration at the time the amendment in 
question was considered. 

There seemed to be some further con
fusion as to what the executive branch 
asked for. The Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. WILLIAMS] says, for example, at 
page 15926 in the middle column that the 
commit tee added to the bill approxi
mately $1% billion over the 5-year 
period-for which the President did not 
ask-by increasing the borrowing au
thority. 

This confusion may have been in
creased when the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SPARKMAN] said "the facts have 
been pretty well stated" and when he 
then spoke of the revolving fund in terms 
which imply that the $300 million per 
year was to be from repayments from 
new loans. 

The facts are: 
First. The President in his letter of 

May 26, 1961, transmitting the aid pro
gram specifically asked for borrowing 
authority in the amount of $900 million 
in fiscal year 1962 and $1.6 billion in 
each of the following 4 years. He then 
said: 

Additionally, repayments of previous for
eign loans of about $300 million annually 
would be made available for development 
lending. 

Secretary Rusk, in his statement to 
the Foreign Relations Committee begin
ning the hearings on this bill, made pre
cisely the same statement to be found 
at the bottom of page 34 in the hearings. 

The full total of borrowing authority 
and of repayments from past loans has 
been specifically justified by the admin
istration as more than needed, for fiscal 
year 1962 and in future years. 

Mr. Frank Coffin, Director of the De
velopment Loan Fund stated this need 
directly in his statement to the Foreign 
Relations Committee during the hear
ings <hearings, p. 208) . 

He said as to fiscal year 1962: 
First, the bulk of the lending will be con

centrated in a few countries. Second, the 
total likely potential for the effective use of 
funds is substantially greater than the 
$1,187 million in estimated availability. 

He cited the already tentative com
mitments to India, Pakistan, and Brazil. 

Mr. Coffin added that there are at least 
10 other countries, some in each of the 
four major geographic areas, where need, 
planning, and overall importance to our 
foreign policy will result in significant 
loan requests. He said further that we 
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can expect proposals from some 30 
other countries, many of which will un
doubtedly meet the loan criteria. 

Mr. Coffin also explained at length the 
basis for the computation of need for 
future years. He pointed out, for ex
ample, that the whole lending program 
for Latin America contemplated at the 
Bogota Conference-and an even more 
specific center of discussion at the cur
rent Montevideo Conference-must be 
funded out of this loan program. His 
statement will be found at pages 208 and 
209 in the hearings. 

The comments by the able Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] that the De
velopment Loan Fund over the past 2 
years has had about $2 Y4 billion of which 
only one-third has been paid out, does 
not sustain his conclusion that the funds 
requested by the President for the new 
program will not be needed. 

The important thing is that the De
velopment Loan Fund has committed all 
of the funds available to it. Everyone 
knows that in development programs of 
the kind for which these loans are being 
made it will be some time before expen
ditures for construction of dams, steel 
mills, fertilizer plants, and many other 
kinds of capital equipment will be made. 

What actually happened in the com
mittee was that the amendment strik
ing out the availability of the $300 mil
lion from repayments from past loans 
appeared to be directed at the principle 
involved-that is, the wisdom of using 
repayments from old loans directly for 
new loans, rather than having the re
payments go into the Treasury from 
which all funds, whatever they might 
be, for new loans would be drawn. The 
committee agreed to this. 

At a later time the borrowing au
thority was raised by $300 million a year 
in order that the President should have 
the full amount of funds he had re
quested. The principle espoused was 
therefore retained-and so were the 
funds requested by the President. It was 
these funds that the suggested amend
ment of yesterday would have reduced, 
by $1.5 billion. 

Madam President, I thought this ought 
to be clarified, because the amendment 
the distinguished Senator from Louisi
ana has offered relates in principle to 
the same situation. It involves $200 
million a year instead of $300 million. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Madam Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield 
to the distinguished chairman of the 
committee. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am glad the 
Senator has made clear this apparent 
confusion about the fund. The Sena
tor has stated the situation exactly as 
I understood it to be. 

One of the members of the commit
tee believed the utilization of the repay
ments in the nature of a revolving fund 
was not a good thing in principle, and 
that the money from that source should 
be covered back into the Treasury in the 
regular order. Therefore, the equiva
lent amount was simply added to the 
direct borrowing authority involved. I 
commend the Senator from Missouri for 
clarifying that point. 

If the Senator will permit, I should 
like to say further, there is nothing mys-' 
terious about the amendment. It is a 
simple amendment to cut the amount 
the committee recommended we author
ize to be borrowed from the Treasury 
by $800 million over the course of the 
period involved. 

In my opinion, we voted on this ques
tion the other day when the so-called 
Byrd amendment was before the Sen
ate, because involved in that amend
ment was the borrowing authority for 
a certain amount. I do not suggest that 
it would not be in order to reduce the 
amount, but it would be a step back
ward and would reduce by $800 million 
the amount that would be available. I 
certainly hope that the Senate will not 
agree to the amendment. 

The amendment is an effort to mini
mize the importance of the step that we 
took the other day. To that extent it 
would destroy the long-range aspect of 
the program to the extent of $800 mil
lion. The committee believes that this 
is a reasonable amount to be made avail
able. There is an upper limit. The 
President does not have to use all the 
money. This is the limit of the author
ization. If the need does not arise 
within this period, the President need 
not borrow the money. 

I hope that the amendment of the 
Senator from Louisiana will not be 
agreed to. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the dis
tinguished Senator from Arkansas. I 
will discuss, today or later, the effort 
that is being made to reduce what the 
President believes is necessary in this 
field as we face up to the growing inter
national crisis. I express my apprecia
tion for the comments of the Senator 
from Arkansas, and understand the sit
uation exactly as he has stated it. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President, 
I merely wish to add to what I have pre
viously stated that when the DLF was 
originally created in 1957, one of the 
main -reasons advanced for its creation 
was that it was to be used in lieu of 
grant aid programs. However, the rec
ord shows it did not work that way, for 
the simple reason that grant aid has 
been continued and in some cases has in
creased. 

In the bill under consideration the eco
nomic grant aid is almost as high as it 
was last year. The committee has au
thorized $450 million for supporting as
sistance, $380 million for development 
grants, and $300 million for the Presi
dent's contingency fund for economic 
aid. These amounts aggregate $1 ,130 
million for economic giveaway aid, and 
I will have more to say about these cate
gories of aid later on during this de
bate. 

The report by the Senate Foreign Re
lations Committee in 1957 when the for
eign aid bill was to be considered by the 
Senate, states-

The main purpose of the bill is to give 
vigor, purpose, and new direction to the for
eign aid program. Thus, the stress of the 
program is shifted to development loans 
repayable on manageable terms and condi
tions but in dollars. Long-term financing 
becomes available to the new aid agency, 

a similar structure which will include the 
Development Loan Fund and the Interna
tional Cooperation Administration. Less 
emphasis is placed on and fewer funds are 
granted to direct support programs. 

This is the language used when the 
DLF was created in 1957. The language 
proposed in the pending bill is very sim
ilar. 

Since 1957 the amount appropriated 
for grant aid has been reduced very lit
tle, and I would like to point out to the 
Senate that only a few weeks ago we 
approved a program of which provided 
for the sale of $4% billion of surplus 
agricultural commodities. It is my 
hope that this huge amount will be used, 
not to supplement our aid program, but 
to supplant it. 

I was glad to see that the money au
thorized in the pending bill to continue 
development grants and supporting as
sistance have been somewhat reduced, 
and this is a step in the right direction. 
However it is my considered judgment 
that this amount can be further reduced 
through the judicious use of the enor
mous amount of surplus food which we 
have on hand, and the huge amount we 
are making available to the Development 
Loan Fund. 

In other words, we could make great 
use of these surplus agricultural com
modities which are today stored, at great 
cost to the American taxpayer, all over 
the country. I think this is an avenue 
which should be pursued more vigorously 
in the future. 

I return to the proposition that my 
amendment would not in any manner 
interfere with the long-term program 
proposed in this bill for the Development 
Loan Fund. If anyone studies the man
ner in which the present DLF program 
is handled, it will be found that up to 
the present time there has not been a 
rapid commitment of funds. The rea
son? Much of the available time has 
been used to study the proposal before a 
loan is actually made, and I believe this 
procedure should be encouraged. 

The interest rates charged borrowers 
under the present program fluctuate 
from 3% percent to as much as 5% per
cent. But under the proposed DLF 
loan program there is no limitation of 
interest rates and, in some cases, no in
terest can be charged. But let me also 
point out that under the proposed pro
gram, repayments must be made in dol
lars. It is my judgment that this stipu
lation will cause quite a slowdown in the 
committing of DLF funds. The admin
istrators of the program are going to 
have to look very carefully at every appli
cation to make sure that they are able 
to meet this stipulation of repayment 
in dollars. This, in my judgment, will 
result in a great deal less money being 
committed. Therefore there is no need 
for us to make this $1.9 billion available 
over each of the next 4 fiscal years 
to the Development Loan Fund. This 
full amount will simply not be needed. 

I hope the Senate will agree to my 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. ELLENDER]. 
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- Mr. ELLENDER. -Madam President, 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Madam President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 

[No. 143} 
4iken Fulbright Monroney 
Allott Goldwater Morse 
Anderson Gore Morton 
Bartlett Gruening Moss 
Beall Hart Mundt 
Bennett Hartke Muskie 
Bible Hayden Neuberger 
Boggs Hickenlooper Pastore 
Bridges Hickey Pell 
Burdick Hill Prouty 
Bush Holland Proxmire 
Byrd, Va. Hruska Randolph 
Byrd, W.Va. Humphrey Robertson 
Cannon Jackson Russell 
Capehart - Javits Saltonstall 
Carlson Johnston Schoeppel 
Carroll Jordan Scott 
Case, N.J. Keating Smathers 
Case, S. Dak. Kefauver Smith, Mass. 
Church Kerr Smith, Maine 
Clark Kuchel Spa rkman 
Qooper Lausche Stennis 
Cotton Long, Mo. Symington 
Curtis Long, Hawa11 Talmadge 
Dodd Long, La. Thurmond 
Douglas Magnuson Tower 
Dworshak Mansfield Wiley 
Eastland McCarthy Williams, N.J. 
Ellender McGee Williams, Del. 
Engle McNamara Yarborough 
Ervin Metcalf Young, N.Dak. 
Fong Miller Young, Ohio 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PELL 
in the chair). A quorum is present. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, a 
number of Senators have come into the 
Chamber since the close of debate on 
my amendment as a result of the 
quorum call, and for this reason I would 
like to briefly explain it. The pending 
amendment is similar to the one offered 
yesterday by the distinguished Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. LAuSCHEJ but which was 
rejected. His amendment would have 
reduced the borrowing authority of the 
Development Loan Fund from $1.9 bil
lion a year to $1.6 billion a year for the 
fiscal years 1963 through 1966. It 
leaves undisturbed the present amount 
for the current fiscal year. The net 
effect of my amendment is that the bor
rowing authority of the Development 
Loan Fund will be reduced $800 million 
over the next 4 years. 

I hope the Senate will agree to the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Louisiana. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. On this vote 

I have a pair with the senior Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZJ. If he 
were present and voting, he would vote 
"nay"; if I were permitted to vote, I 
would vote "yea." I withhold my vote. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. On this vote I 
have a pair with the Senator from Illi
nois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. If he were present 
and voting, he would vote "yea"; if I 
were permitted to vote, I would vote 
i•nay ." I therefore withhold my vote. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLEL
LAN J is absent on omcial business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is absent be-
cause of illness. _ 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. McCLELLAN] would vote "yea." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] is 
necessarily absent, and his pair has been 
previously announced. 

The Senate from Maryland [Mr. BuT
LER] is absent because of illness, and. if 
present and voting, would vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 51, 
nays 43, as follows: 

Aiken 
All ott 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bible 
Boggs 
Bridges 
Bush 
Byrd, Va. 
Cannon 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Carroll 
Case, S . Dak. 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dworshak 

Anderson 
Bartlett 
Burdick 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Case, N.J. 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Engle 
Fulbright 
Gore 
Hart 
Hartke 

[No.144] 
YEA~51 

Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fong 
Goldwater 
Gruening 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Hruska 
Johnston 
Jordan 
Keating 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Magnuson 
Miller 
Morton 

NAYs-43 
Hayden 
Hickey 
Hlll 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Javits 
Kefauver 
Kerr 
Long, Mo. 
Long, Hawaii 
McCarthy 
McGee 
McNamara 
Metcalf 
Monroney 

Mundt 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 
Stennis 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Williams, Del. 
Yarborough 
Young, N.Dak. 

Morse 
Moss 
Muskie 
Neuberger 
Pastore 
Pell 
Randolph 
Smith, Mass. 
Sparltman 
Symington 
Wiley 
Williams, N.J. 
Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-6 
Butler Dirksen Mansfield 
Chavez Long, La. McClellan 

So Mr. ELLENDER's amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, I move 
that the vote by which the amendment 
of the Senator from Louisiana was 
agreed to be reconsidered. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I move 
to lay on the table the motion to re
consider. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion to 
lay on the table the motion to reconsider. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. CAPEHART obtained the floor. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Indiana yield? 
Mr. CAPEHART. Let me say that I 

expect to offer an amendment, after I 
make a brief statement. Does the able 
Senator from Louisiana intend to offer 
an amendment, also? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes, I desire to offer 
an amendment. While so many Sena
tors are present, it will not take long to 
have my amendment considered. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
yield for that purpose, although I expect 
to make a statement for about 4 minutes 

and then submit an amendment. But 
at this time I yield. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I de
sire to submit an amendment reducing 
the amount authorized for military as
sistance in the pending bill from $1.8 
billion to $1.55 billion. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may yield 
for this purpose, with the understanding 
that after the amendment of the Sen
ator from Louisiana is acted on, I shall 
have the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
submit my amendment, and request its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be. read. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 31, in 
line 20, it is proposed to strike out 
"$1 ,800,000,000", and to insert in lieu 
thereof "$1,550,000,000". 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, this 
amendment is identical to one I sub
mitted yesterday, except that instead 
of reducing the amount authorized for 
military assistance by $500 million, this 
amendment would cut it back $250 mil
lion. I will not attempt to take the time 
of the Senate to advance my reasons for 
this reduction. This was dealt with at 
length yesterday. The same arguments 
I advanced then are applicable to this 
amendment today. I hope the amend-
ment will be agreed to. · 

Mr. President, on this question, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
SUPPORT FOR FREEDOM 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
several days ago I presented in some de
tail to the Senate why it appeared im
portant to me for us to give · to the 
President the economic, psychological, 
and spiritual weapons he is now request
ing in this mutual security bill, in· order 
that he can use them in negotiations for 
peace, along with the physical weapons 
we voted him last week. That vote was 
unanimous. 

In recent days there has been a steady 
chipping away at the basic aspects of 
this legislation-to the point where 
yesterday a single vote would have made 
the difference between cutting heavily 
the money requested in the bill-an ac
tion which would have jeopardized the 
entire program. 

With the world as it is today, with 
growing unrest and tension in many 
quarters-including probably the most 
dangerous spot-Berlin-why should we 
tie the hands of the administration by 
refusing to grant these cold war weap
ons, as we increase the notifications to 
our youth that they may be needed for 
a hot war. 

It reminds me of the famous vote a 
few months before Pearl Harbor, when 
the Government's right to draft citizens 
was saved by a single vote. 

There are those who voted with sin
·cerity yesterday to cripple this program. ; 
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because they honestly believed that eco
nomic troubles would be just as serious 
as slavery. I respect their opinion; but, 
I cannot agree. I would rather be broke 
but free-especially in view of the fact 
that under communism the individual 
can own little or nothing, anyway. 

Let us realize that the income of this 
country is now approaching $1.5 billion 
a day; also, that much, if not most, of the 
money asked for in this bill would be 
plowed back into our own economy. 

Let us also realize that the total 
amount of this request, including all 
loans over the 5-year period, is less than 
1 week of America's annual income. 

Why do some of those who warn so 
continuously of the danger of internal 
Communist subversion, nevertheless, as 
the international skies continue to 
darken, refuse to give the President these 
additional weapons with which, in turn, 
to handle probably the most serious 
crisis, created by communism, that free 
people have ever faced. 

Consider what major defeats in con
nection with this bill would mean, not 
only in the Far East, Central America, 
and South America, and Europe, but also 
to the plans of those in Moscow and Pei
ping, who are manipulating against us 
the puppet nations they now control, at 
the same time that they utilize every 
weapon comparable to those provided for 
us by this bill to increase the number of 
those nations. 

This legislation adds cold-war weap
ons, for the struggle we are now in, to 
the hot-war weapons we voted last week, 
but which we all pray will never have to 
be used. 

At this time many outstanding mem
bers of the Republican Party-Mr. Mc
Cloy, Ambassadors Lodge and Wads
worth, Secretaries Herter, Lovett, and 
Gates, backed up by a letter from Presi
dent Eisenhower-and along with many 
prominent members of the Democratic 
Party, are appearing before the Senate 
committee to urge improvement in our 
disarmament capacity. That is good. 
But surely all these experienced people 
are also anxious to see the Senate im
prove our own economic, psychological, 
and spiritual defenses, as well as the 
physical defenses of our friends. 

Only with such improvements can our 
President, when the time comes for him 
to sit down with the Communists to 
parley for peace, negotiate from a posi
tion of adequate strength. 

Any other course reminds me of some 
lines from a poem which closes one of 
the world's most famous books: 

In a wonderland they lie 
Dreaming as the days go by
Dreaming as the summers die 
Ever drifting down the stream. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Louisiana. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that 

the Senator from California [Mr. 
ENGLE] and the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. McCLELLAN] are absent on official 
business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from California 
[Mr. ENGLE] would vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is paired with the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLEL
LAN]. If present and voting, the Sen
ator from New Mexico would vote "nay," 
and the Senator from Arkansas would 
vote ''yea." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], is 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BuTLER] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
ALLOTT] is detained on official business. 

On this vote, the Senator from Mary
land [Mr. BuTLER] is paired with the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALLOTTJ. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Maryland would vote "yea," and the 
Senator from Colorado would vote 
"nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 57, 
nays 37, as follows: 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Bartlett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bible 
Bridges 
Burdick 
Bush 
Byrd, Va. 
Cannon 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case, S . Dak. 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 

Boggs 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Carroll 
Case, N.J. 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Fulbright 
Goldwater 
Gore 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hayden 
Hickey 

All ott 
Butler 

[No. 145] 
YEAS-57 

Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fong 
Gruening 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Holland 
Hruska 
Javits 
Johnston 
Jordan 
Keating 
Kerr 
Lausche 
Long, La. 
Magnuson 
Miller 

NAYS-37 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Kefauver 
Kuchel 
Long, Mo. 
Long, Hawaii 
Mansfield 
McCarthy 
McGee 
McNamara 
Metcalf 
Moss 
Muskie 

Monroney 
Morse 
Morton 
Mundt 
Pell 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Smathers 
Stennis 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Williams, Del. 
Yarborough 
Young, N.Dak. 
Young, Ohio 

Neuberger 
Pastore 
Randolph 
Scott 
Smith, Mass. 
Smith, Maine 
Sparkman 
Symington 
Tower 
Wiley 
Williams, N.J. 

NOT VOTING-6 
Chavez Engle 
Dirksen McClellan 

So Mr. ELLENDER's amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion to 
lay on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, the 
new administration was not satisfied 
with the foreign aid bill which has been 
carefully developed over the past 8 years. 
It felt called upon to redraft the bill from 
beginning to end. 

No Member of the Senate should be 
under any illusion that the administra
tion was merely attempting to codify 
existing law. In writing the new bill, 
every effort was made to give the Presi
dent broader authority in the fi.el-1 of 
foreign aid than ever before. 

In the past, Congress has exercised 
some policy control. It has specified 
membership of boards, limited amounts 
which could be expended for specific pro
posals, designated conditions to be com
plied with in providing aid, spelled out 
the general role of the Secretary of State 
and the Secretary of Defense, and, in 
general, has established the guidelines 
for our aid programs. 

This year, however, the administration 
has sought for the President almost un
restricted authority to run the programs 
any way he, or the Bureau of the Budget, 
might think appropriate. 

The Committee on Foreign Relations 
during more than 65 hours of executive 
session spent much of its time trying to 
tighten up the administration's bill. It 
made many changes that substantially 
improved the bill. But as far as I was 
concerned, the bill was such a hodge
podge of broad delegation that I have 
found it impossible to support it. 

Lest Senators think I am talking in 
general terms and am unwilling to men
tion specifics, let them examine the rec
ord on the following items: 

First. In the first place, the President 
requested the Senate to authorize the 
appropriation of such sums as might be 
necessary for military assistance. There 
was no limitation in the amount of au
thorization requested. There was no 
limitation on the number of years such 
authority was to exist. And whatever 
funds might have been appropriated un
der this broad provision were "to remain 
available until expended." 

Fortunately, the committee tight
ened this provision up to insert a figure 
of $1.8 billion and to limit the authoriza-
tion for 2 years. . 

Second. Another attempt on the part 
of the administration to capture the 
military program lock, stock, and barrel 
is found in section 510. The authority 
was requested to draw up to $400 million 
from the defense stocks of the Depart
ment of Defense to use in military as
sistance. The administration was only 
half successful because the committee 
reduced the amount to $200 million. 

Third. The administration in its re
draft availed itself of every opportunity 
to eliminate what it construed as restric
tions on its activities. For example, it 
abolished the ceiling on Latin American 
assistance-a ceiling reinserted by the 
committee; it omitted reference to con
gressional opposition to the seating of 
Communist China in the United Nations 
-an "oversight" remedied by the in
itiative of the minority leader, the Sen
ator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]; it 
omitted limitations on aid to Yugoslavia 
-another defect which was remedied by 
the Committee on Foreign Relations; it 
dropped completely several sections 
establishing a semi-independent office of 
Inspector General-another provision 
reinserted by the committee; and finally, 
the administration even went so far as 
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to propose the elimination of penal pro
visions applicable to employees guilty of 
involvement in confiict-of-interest cases. 
Fortunately, the committee would have 
none of this. 

Fourth. The classic example of the ad
ministration's efforts to obtain unin
hibited authority is found in the pro
vision authorizing back-door financing 
for a period of 5 years in the amount of 
$8.8 billion. By a vote of 10 to 7 the 
Foreign Relations Committee agreed 
with the administration's proposal to 
take this vast sum away from effective 
control of the Congress. 

I could proceed with the listing of ex
amples of this type. It is not necessary, 
however, because all any Senator needs 
to do is examine the bill, section by sec
tion, and I am sure he will be appalled to 
see the number of times that the Pres
ident is given authority to act virtually 
without congressional restraint. 

To further tighten the foreign aid bill, 
I am offering four amendments. I do 
this with the definite urgency that the 
program must be placed on a sound, busi
nesslike basis. 

First, I deem it imperative that we re
duce the authorization by $1% billion. 
While we agree that the increase in de
fense expenditures is necessitated by 
the Berlin crisis, we must begin to 
economize in other areas. The fact that 
97 of the 110 countries of the world 
are receiving foreign aid from us now is 
a sign that some cuts can and must be 
made in this area. 

Secondly, the borrowing authorization 
should be reduced from 5 to 2 years. 
Since there are no provisions guarantee
ing adequate annual accounting and re
porting in the overall bill, I deem it es
sential that the authorization be reduced 
to 2 years. 

Third, this amendment would require 
that the funds made available under this 
act for procurement be spent in the 
country receiving the money or in the 
United States. We should never be in 
the position of loaning money to 
a country who in turn may purchase 
capital equipment or property from a 
third country. It surely is not the func
tion of the foreign aid bill to put us in 
the financing business. 

Fourth, and finally, one-half of all the 
loans shall be made to borrowers engaged 
in the free and private enterprise system. 
Each year the Congress is asked to en
large and extend the foreign aid pro
gram. We are told that the purpose of 
these programs is not only to fight com
munism alone, but to fight poverty, dis
ease, and lack of opportunity as well. 

If this is truly so, I can think of no 
better way to stimulate economic de
velopment than to encourage private 
capital and free enterprise in the emerg
ing nations. 

We have long cherished political de
mocracy in this country. But we must 
not forget that it has been the economic 
system of free enterprise which has made 
our political freedom meaningful. 
· Somewhere in this maze of complex 
economic planning provision should be 
made to recognize the values of capi
talism and free enterprise in the highest, 
most responsible sense of these terms. 

· In view of America's success with a 
responsible free enterprise system, it is 
not asking too much to insist that 50 
percent of all loans to foreign countries 
be used to extend and develop the free 
enterprise system in the finest sense of 
that term. 

In closing, once again I caution the 
administration not to spend wildly and 
not to spend at all without weighing the 
fundamental considerations and respon
sibilities common to any business 
venture. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 
Mr. MUNDT. First, I congratulate 

the distinguished Senator from Indiana 
on a thought-provoking, informative 
and challenging speech. As a member 
of the Senate Committee on Foreign Re
lations, I know that he has devoted many 
long hours to studying the problem in
volved in foreign aid. He has put his 
finger on some of the problems in that 
area of activity which in my opinion we 
must correct if foreign aid is to continue 
to be helpful in the cold war in which 
we are involved. 

Not long ago the Senator from South 
Dakota, in his weekly newsletter to the 
home folks, discussed some of these same 
problems. An editorial published in the 
Sioux Falls Daily Argus Leader, the larg
est daily newspaper in a five State area 
in our region, supported the general the
sis. I ask unanimous consent that the 
editorial be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MUNDT'S CONCEPT OF FOREIGN Am 
Most South Dakotans will agree with U.S. 

Senator KARL MuNDT in his analysis of Pres
ident John F. Kennedy's proposal for a 5-
year extension of foreign aid. 

Senator MuNDT says the extension f ails to 
answer fundamental problems of the aid 
program. He said the proposal appears to 
be merely a long-term projection of a formu
la which is out moded, expenEive and failing. 

He has offered a six-point approach to 
bring new concepts into an activity which 
has been a vital part of foreign policy. His 
approach would place a responsibility on re
cipient countries to cooperate with the 
United States. 

His six paints include: 
"Recipients of foreign aid should be will

ing t o utilize a partnership approach by join
in g our money with local funds to attain 
d esirable goals. 

"Recipients should be willing to stand up 
and be counted in support of free world 
positions in the Un ited Nations and in other 
conferences. 

"Loans instead of grants shoUld be given 
top priorit y and recipient countries shoUld 
m ake regUlar interest payments and at least 
·fractional amortization payments annually. 

"Private ownership opportunities for 
growth and employment should be developed 
instead of using American aid to establish 
socialized activities in foreign countries. 

"Methods should be worked out for get
ting aid down to the people, rather than 
_having so much of it short-circuited by re
maining in the hands of the politically pow
erful or the economically privileged. 

"Programs should be developed tor reen
forcing the help our dollars provide abroad 
through encouraging social, political and 
economic reforms so that recipient countries 
no longer provide tax havens for their very 
rich and caste systems for their very poor." 

The South Dakota Senator is likely to find 
a receptive climate on both sides of the po
litical aisle in Washington for the points he 
makes in his new concept for foreign aid. 
The temper of Congress on this subject is 
a critical one-and it reflects th~ growing 
concern of the public over foreign aid. 

Foreign aid is an extension of our foreign 
policy. We should use it to advance our 
cause and the cause of freedom. It should 
go to our friends. And it shoUld have 
strings on it that place responsib1Uty on the 
recipient. The idea of loans instead of 
grants would correct a very grave fault in 
the present setup. 

The Government should also enlist Amer
ican business in army strength in the eco
nomic cold war. American business, by 
creating plants and jobs tailored to the needs 
of underdeveloped countries, could be a 
trump card in our economic battle with the 
Reds. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I thank the able 
Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. President, I offer the amendment 
which I send to the desk and ask to have 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment of the Senator from Indiana 
will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 42, 
between lines 20 and 21, it is proposed 
to insert the following: 

(d) Funds made available under this Act 
which are used for the procurement outside 
the United States of capital equipment or 
property, or of engineering services. !or any 
project , shall be used for such procurement 
on ly within the country in which the prolect 
is located. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the amend
ment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, the 

amendment is very simple. First, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD at this point an article pub
lished in the Washington Post this morn
ing entitled "Business Outlook," by J. A. 
Livingston, in which Mr. Livingston has 
written about the private enterprise 
system in relation to our foreign aid 
bill. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MILLIONS OF Go-To-HELL OPPORTUNITIES 
(By J . A. Livingston) 

Before me is a dry statistical report of the 
Internal Revenue Service of the U.S. Treas
ury Department which seems to have no con
nection with the sealing-off of West Berlin 
from East Berlin and East Germany. Super
ficially it's as remote from the cold war and 
Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev as, say, 
the New York Stock Exchange is from the 
controlled economy of Moscow. 

And yet, here in this report, entitled 
"Statistics of Income-1958-59-U.S. Busi
ness Tax Returns," is the complete and clear
est statement of what America stands for 
and Khrushchev's totalitarianism stands 
against. 

The report deals directly with the most 
hated-from the Soviet standpoint-of all 
h u man benefactions: A high standard of 
liberty. 

The opening sentence tells almost all 
there is to know about U.S. freedom: 

"Highlighted in this report are • • • data 
covering some 10,744,000 business organiza
tions. Represented are about 8,800,000 sole 
proprietorships, 954,000 partnerships, and 
900,000 corporation returns." 
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That sticks in Khrushchev's craw. 
A man's freedom is his right to move-to 

change jobs-to tell the boss to go hell. And 
here in the United States are millions of 
go-to-hell opportunities, small and large. 

An American doesn't carry around with 
him a work card, on which a government bu
reaucrat can write politically unreliable or 
opposed to the party. 

A man with a work card so marked might 
~s well wear an armband saying "Finished." 
He's economically dead-disfranchised by 
the system. 

That's the relationship of encircled Berlin 
and this matter-of-fact report. 

If a mechanic can't find a job at Chrysler, 
then he can try General Motors or a local 
garage. A cook can quit the Waldorf-Astoria 
and try the Chambord, the San Marino, Sar
di's or any of a thousand New York res
taurants. 

If a clerk wants out from Woolworth's or 
J. C. Penney or the A. & P., there are hun
dreds of other retail outlets. There's no one 
to put a "permanant disability" mark on his 
dossier. 

In this country, even the poiltically fallen 
have a chance. No man is an economic 
outcast, a serf. It is a badge of America's 
freedom that Alger Hiss, after his conviction 
for disposing of U.S. secrets to the Commu
nists, was able to find work. 

Nor is private employment the only outlet 
for an American, a Briton, a Frenchman, a 
West German, an Italian, or anyone else who 
lives in a country outside the totalitarian 
orbit. 

In the United States, there are hundreds 
of Federal agencies which offer employment 
opportunities for lawyers, economists, clerks, 
janitors, accountants, administrators and so 
on. 

The 50 States offer jobs of all sorts. And 
within the States are subdivisions-counties,. 
cities, towns, school boards, water and sewer 
commissions, police, fire and highway de
partments. 

Where economic power is dispersed, so is 
political power. That is the glory, the gran
deur and the decency that inheres in pri
vate ownership. No one man or group of 
men is economically and politically all
powerful. 

No man has to work for someone else. He 
can aspire to his own grocery store, re~;~
taurant, publishing house or corporation. 
It doesn't matter whether he's white, black. 
Protestant, Jew, Catholic, Swede, Germ~n. 
Italian or French-if he has ability and will. 

Consequently, Khrushchev can't tolerate 
at his border an island of opportunity. 

John Donne's off-used quotation is appro
priate: "No man is an island, entire of it
self; every man is a piece of the continent, 
a part of the main; if a clod be washed away 
by the sea, Europe is the less." 

Nor is Berlin an island, entire of itself. 
The bell tolls for it-and liberty. And we 
may have to fight for it. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The amendment 
which I have offered is very simple. I 
do not believe that any Senator should 
oppose it. All it provides is that any 
money we lend to a foreign country 
which is spent outside the recipient 
country must be spent in this country. 
They can spend all the money they wish 
within their own country, -but any money 
they spend outside their own country 
for physical properties or engineering 
services must be spent in the United 
States. How could anyone oppose such 
an amendment? 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, wi11 the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 
Mr. CURTIS. Is it true that without 

the amendment of the Senator from In-
CVII--1011 

diana. a. recipient country could spend 
funds received from us in Russia or some 
other Communist country? · 

Mr. CAPEHART. There is no ques
tion that it could do so. It could spend 
the money wherever it sa.w fit. unless we 
should agree 'to this amendment or a. 
similar amendment. The recipient could 
spend the money in another country. 

Mr. CURTIS. There would be no re
striction with respect to the country in 
which the money could be spent? 

Mr. CAPEHART. No restriction at all 
would be provided. 

Mr. CURTIS. The amendment of the 
Senator from Indiana would provide, in 
effect, "You can spend the money at 
home, strictly in your own economy, but 
if you must go outside your own coun
try, the money must be spent in the 
United States." 

Mr. CAPEHART. Every dollar re
ceived might be spent in the recipient 
country, but if physical goods and engi
neering services were purchased outside 
the recipient country, the money for 
such goods and services must be spent 
in the United States. 

It seems to me that is the least we 
should ask of a country which we are 
willing to help with loans and grants. 
In the United States are 5% million un
employed workers. But if we did not 
have a single unemployed person, it 
would seem to me that such a provision 
as I have suggested would be equitable. 
I think the time has -arrived when we 
must begin to look primarily after the 
interest of the United States in respect. 
to proposed loans to foreign nations, and 
secondarily, to the interest of other 
countries. I want to see the program 
handled on such a basis that the money 
will help both countries. We would not 
do so unless we placed some restrictions 
on the use of the funds. If we did not 
do so. we would really not make loans, 
but would finance the purchase of goods 
in other countries with American tax
payers' money. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 
Mr. MUNDT. In view of the colloquy 

of the Senator with the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. CURTIS] does it follow 
that unless the Senate should agree to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Indiana we would not only shoulder off 
on the American taxpayer the cost of 
helping to finance economic development 
in from 97 to 101 different so-called 
friendly foreign - countries, but also in 
reality we would l"l'obably shoulder off 
on the taxpayers of America the cost 
of financing the economic development 
of Communist countries? Without such 
reservation, some of the countries in the 
Communist area might very well :find 
that they could buy more economically 
from a socialistic enterprise with an 
American dollar than they could buy in 
the United States. 

Consequently, recipient nations might 
make purchases in Czechoslovakia, East 
Germany, Russia, or Hungary. We 
would then find the idioti.c paradox of 
the United States, in the interest of 
preserving freedom, indirectly subsidizing 
industries in Communist countries. 
Would that follow? 

. Mr. CAPEHART. The able Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. MUNDT. If that is correct. I join 
the Senator from Indiana in the con
viction that on the yea-and-nay vote 
the amendment should be adopted by an 
overwhelmingly favorable vote. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President. will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Suppose a dealer 

in a recipient country were to purchase 
machinery, for example, from Germany. 
Would the Senator's amendment be ap
plicable? 

Mr. CAPEHART. If the dealer used 
the money that we loaned the country 
for that purpose, the money would be 
loaned either to governments over there 
or to some private company, and in 
either event, whether to a government 
or a private company, the restriction 
that the dealer must buy the goods in the 
United States would be applicable. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Suppose a private 
company in the recipient country would 
purchase machinery which had been 
imported from some other country. 
Would the Senator's amendment pre
clude such action? 

Mr. CAPEHART. That money would 
be considered as being spent within the 
country. 

The Senator has in mind the case of 
a dealer who buys machine tools in one 
country and ships them to his place of 
business and there they are placed in 
stock. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes. 
Mr. CAPEHART. They would be in 

his stock, and therefore the amendment 
would not apply. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Does not the· Sen
ator believe that his amendment should 
also cover such a situation? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Perhaps so. As it 
is now written the amendment does not 
cover such a situation. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not believe 
the Senator's amendment will reach the 
objective he seeks to reach. 

Mr. CAPEHART. It will go a long 
way toward it. The question is whether 
we should eliminate the kind of situa
tion the Senator refers to. Perhaps we 
should. Personally I would be willing 
to go that far. 

Mr. ELLENDER. It strikes me that 
the Senator's amendment bypasses such 
a situation. 

Mr. CAPEHART. It may in some re
spects. It cannot be true in the big 
picture, though. 

Some people have stated that as much 
as 80 percent of the loans we make are 
spent in the United States. I have no 
way of knowing whether that is true, and 
I do not know whether the people who 
say it know the exact percentage, al
though we know that some of the goods 
are purchased in the United States, or 
perhaps even a large· percentage, even 
if it is not 80 percent. But if that is 
true, what is wrong with making it 
100 percent? What is wrong with Con
gress establishing that principle? What 
is wrong with Congress establishing the 
principle and saying to these coulitries, 
''We will lend you the money, but we 
want you to spend it in the United 
States"? 
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Let us establish the principle in Con
gress. Why would it not be easier for 
the administration to handle this mat
ter if it were covered in the basic law? 

I believe the able chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee has said 
that we have grown up. I suppose he 
means that we as a nation have grown 
up. I believe he made that statement 
that we have come of age. I believe he 
said that we would support 97 of the 110 
countries in the world. I suppose the 
13 countries he did not mention are the 
communistic countries. 

I have heard Senators say on the floor 
that this program will be a continuing 
activity. I have heard the chairman 
say that foreign aid must be continuing, 
that it must go on and on. There is 
no question about the fact that we are 
a part of the world, and we ought to 
cooperate with the world. However, if 
this is to be a continuing program, and 
is to go on and on, for years and years, 
that fact is the best reason in the world 
why we ought to get it down to a basis 
where it is practical, where it will help 
the United States, where it will do us 
the most good. 

We have problems in this country, Mr. 
President. We have a $300 billion debt. 
We are going to put about $12 billion 
or more in this bill, to give to some 97 
countries throughout the world. Can 
we afford it? How long can we go on 
and on? How long can we continue to 
run a deficit? How big a national debt 
can we afford? 

All I am saying is that if we must go 
on with these loans, which will help us, 
let us put .them on a practical basis. 
As the bill is written, it does not neces
sarily do this. We have a responsibility 
in Congress to write this sort of provi
sion into the law. What argument can 
be raised against it? Is there any Sen
ator who is willing to stand on the floor 
of the Senate and say he is willing to 
take taxpayers' money and lend it to X 
country and not write into the lending 
act a direction that that country must 
spend the money in the United States 
but, instead, can spend it any place 
around the world? 

What country can object to that? If 
a nation does not want a loan on that 
basis, we will save that much money. 
We will have less of a deficit, and we 
will have a lower national debt. Some 
day we must put foreign aid on a sound, 
businesslike basis. That will help the 
United States, Mr. President. If it were 
just a 1-year program, perhaps that 
would not be necessary. We are a part 
of the world, and if this is to go on for 
years and years, the quicker we make it 
a sound proposal the better. 

If Senators believe that what I am 
offering is not sound, that is one thing. 
I believe first of all we must think about 
the United States and second about other 
countries. I believe we must add this 
amendment to the bill, and that we 
must put the United States first in our 
considerations. This money in the for
eign aid bill, or the great bulk of it, is 
going to countries that will not be able 
to help us if we get into a shooting war 
with Russia, not because they might not 
want to, but because they have no army 

or navy or the necessary production. 
They have nothing with which to help 
us. They could not help us even if they 
wanted to. Many of them wanted to 
help us in World War I and World War 
II and in the Korean war. A few sent 
some troops-but most of them could not 
help us. 

Therefore it is as much to their advan
tage as to ours that we remain strong 
economically and militarily, and that 
they cooperate with us by giving us their 
business. It is just as much to their ad
vantage as it is to the advantage of the 
United States. Therefore I cannot un
derstand why the administration is op
posed to the amendment. I offered the 
amendment before the committee and 
we lost it. Every time we discussed the 
amendment the philosophy or argument 
brought against it was that we dare not 
dictate to the foreign countries as to 
what they should do; that we dare not 
interfere with their internal affairs; that 
it is none of our business what kind of 
government a country has, or how it con
ducts its internal affairs; that if we 
tried to interfere they would get angry 
with us. 

Of course they might. My children 
cried at times when I would not give 
them candy. If these countries can get 
us to take out all of the provisions which 
are in the best interest of the United 
States, they are going to do it. If I were 
one of these countries, I certainly would 
rather have a loan, on the basis that I 
could do as I pleased with the money and 
that I would have it for as long a term 
as I wanted it, and without interest. I 
might cry a little if I did not get it on 
my terms. We expect a little fuss. That 
is human nature. We have that experi
ence every day in business and in our 
lives in dealing with our families, and 
with our children, and in our business. 
When we negotiate, the other fellow says, 
"No, no; you are taking advantage of 
me. I won't do it." However, he ends up 
doing business with us. We must do 
the same thing in conection with foreign 
aid. 

We cannot go on with a bill that is 
as loosely drawn as this one and covers 
the amount of money it embraces over 
the period of years. We are giving these 
countries a blank check for up to 5 years. 
If the bill had been in force a couple of 
years ago we might have made an ar
rangement with Cuba for a 5-year period 
and today we would be obligated to go 
on supporting Castro. 

That illustrates one of the big reasons 
why we cannot put this bill on a 5-year 
basis; the world is too unsettled. There 
is not a project in the world that cannot 
be negotiated within 2 years. If it can
not be negotiated within 2 years, with 
a foreign nation alone, on a sound basis, 
it cannot be negotiated in 5 years. 

Is the "5-year" idea taken from the 
Communists, who frequently talk about 
a "5-year program" or a "5-year plan"? 
Why not a 4-year plan or a 6-year plan? 
At least, we would not now be talking 
about a 5-year plan, such as the Com
munists have frequently advocated. 
Why must we imitate the Communists? 

I have no objection to providing a long 
enough time in which to negotiate a good 

loan. I have spoken in favor of a longer 
term, to give the administration more 
time in which to negotiate loans. How
ever, 2 years is long enough. Under a 
5-year program, at the end of every 
year, it will be necessary to add another 
year in order to keep 5 years ahead. If 
5 years are needed to negotiate, it will 
be necessary to keep a year ahead all the 
time. What is the purpose of a 5-year 
program? I think a year, 2 years, at the 
most, is certainly ample time in which 
to do the job. 

Why is there opposition to having the 
money spent in the United States? I was 
not elected to ruin the private enterprise 
system of the United States. I have been 
all over the world; I realize that there are 
many countries in which there is very 
little private enterprise. Certainly there 
is little of it in the African countries; 
they have not had an opportunity toes
tablish it. Some countries do have 
private enterprise. 

Do we understand what this bill will 
do? Generally speaking, it provides that 
the United States will lend its money to 
foreign governments. Our Government 
will lend to foreign governments. If that 
is not socialism, I do not know what so
cialism is. It is planned to let foreign 
governments take our money and relend 
it or grant it or spend it. They may do 
whatever they wish to do with it. In my 
opinion, that is socialism. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
wish to say a few words in regard to the 
amendment of the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. CAPEHART]; and then I hope the 
Senate will proceed to vote on the 
amendment, and to dispose of it one way 
or the other. 

As the Senator has said, the amend
ment was offered in the committee, and 
the committee decisively voted down the 
amendment, because the committee felt 
it was impractical and unworkable. 

I wish to call attention to the section 
of the bill to which the amendment per
tains; it is section 604, on pages 41 and 
42. As a matter of fact, we amended that 
section, so as to tighten up this provision 
on procurement. 

As the bill came to us, it provided at 
this point: 

Funds made available under this Act may 
be used for procurement outside the United 
States unless the President determines that 
such procurement will result in adverse ef
fects-

And so forth. We changed that pro
vision very simply, so as to have it 
provide: 

Funds made available under this Act may 
be used for procurement outside the United 
States only if the President determines-

And so ·forth. In other words, we 
shifted the burden to the President, so 
as to have him determine that it would 
not result in adverse effects to the United 
States. He must make that determina
tion before the funds can be spent out
side the United States. 

If Senators will read the report at the 
top of page 29, they will see our dis
cussion of this matter. We believe we 
tightened this about as much as possible 
to safeguard the interests of the United 
States. And as the Senator from Indi-



1961 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 15999 
ana stated a. while ago, actually 85 per
cent--

Mr. CAPEHART. Eighty percent. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Well, 85 percent 

was the experience in the last year. 
Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 

the Sen a tor yield? 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 
Mr. CAPEHART. I think that is so 

because the Director of' the Development 
Loan Fund himself put into effect a 
policy that was pretty well followed. Of 
course, he was greatly criticized by many 
persons.· The policy applied to the De
velopment Loan Fund. There are many 
other programs besides the Development 
Loan Fund in which money is loaned. 
But if it is true that 85 percent of the 
purchases are made in this country, let 
us put it in the legislation. and make it 
easy for the administration to insist 
upon it. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. This proposal puts 
a restriction in the bill that would not 
be feasible. It is true that the ICA has 
a policy, not as stated by the Senator 
from Indiana, but in defining certain 
areas in which the funds cannot be ex
pended unless, for some good reason, it 
is found necessary to spend the money 
there. There is always an escape clause. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Will the Senator 
yield further? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 
Mr. CAPEHART. Will the Senator 

give me an example of why the pur
chases should not be made in the United 
States? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Why they should 
not be? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Will the Senator 
give me an example of a situation in 
which they could not make purchases in 
the United States? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I have not said 
anything about not making purchases in 
the United States. I have said that 85 
percent of the purchases are made in the 
United States at the present. time. What 
I said was that the ICA had set up a 
policy under which certain countries 
would be called ineligible. In other 
words, purchases are barred from certain 
countries that are well developed. In 
other words, an effort is made to en
courage the expenditure of funds. if they 
are not to be spent in the United States, 
in underdeveloped countries that need 
trade. In other words, our pUrpose is to 
spend the money in the United States, 
but if for some good reason it must be 
spent elsewhere, then to spend it in 
areas that are less developed, because 
their economy will be bolstered. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President. will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 
Mr. CAPEHART. I cannot follow 

that argument, because it seems to me it 
is our money we are lending and our 
jobs that we want to create. Why should 
we not establish a policy which provides 
that we will lend money to those coun
tries under those conditions? If they 
prefer to buy merchandise and goods in 
other countries, then let those countries 
lend the money with which to buy those 
goods. · 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Let me argue with 
tlie Senator a little when he says the 

purpose of the bill is to create ·jobs in 
this country. That is not the purpose 
of foreign aid. The primary purpose of 
foreign aid is to fight communism. and 
at the same time to help the economy 
of underdeveloped countries. An im
portant byproduct is to make jobs in 
this country, but it does not mean we 
want to create jobs in this country to 
the absolute exclusion of everybody else. 
For example, if we lend money to Coun
try A. it would be for the betterment of 
the economy of that country to use in it 
all the funds that could be wisely used. 
As it happens, capital equipment and en
gineering services. and technical skills 
will often have to be imported from the 
United States, and that is why 85 per
cent of the expenditure are made in the 
United States. 

Suppose we made a loan to Country 
A today for a certain project, and sup
pose the country needs certain equip
ment that is not there, but a country 
right across the border perhaps can sup
ply the equipment. Is it not better for 
the economy of that country, for our 
economy, and for the economy of the 
third country for Country A to buy the 
equipment in the third country? Even 
there. we have provided in section 604 
that it can be done only if the President 
finds it will not adversely affect our 
country's economy. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. And only if it is. also 

found by the President that the cost of 
the procurement in a different country 
will be lower than the cost of the pro
curement in the United States. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor
rect. I believe the Senator from Ohio 
added that amendment to the bill, if I 
remember correctly. 

Mr. CAPEHART. If the cost is lower, 
the goods can be purchased in another 
country. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is not what 
it says. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes, it does. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. It provides the pur

chases can be that way only on two con
ditions. I ask the Senator from Ohio 
to state them. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. If the President 
determines it is not adverse to our econ
omy~ and also if the President deter
mines that the price for which the equip
ment can be purchased in a foreign 
country is lower than the price at which 
it can be purchased here. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct. 
The way we have· it written into the bill 
is better for the economy of our coun
try, the economy of the country to 
which we are making the loan, and the 
economy of the third country in which 
the purchase would be made. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I am not willing to 
buy in those countries because prices 
are lower. The prices are lower beca.use 
lower wages are paid, and we would be 
taking jobs away from American ·wage 
earners. We must make up our minds 
some day to protect and defend the high 
wages and high standard of living in this 
country, or we as a country will get into 
trouble. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I submit the 
amendment of the Senator from. Indiana 
is not the way to protect our interests. 
I believe what we have done in writing 
these two safeguards or guidelines into 
the bill protects the interests of our 
country. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 
Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator has 

made the record clear that this opera
tion does not stop after the first pur
chase in any case; if American dollars. 
are used to help the economy of Chile, 
for example, that is not the end of the 
process; these loans are made and some
one, in turn, buys something. and even
tually the dollars are brought back to 
the United States. It all comes back 
to the American producers. either in
dustrial or farm. If we do not redeem 
the dollars, we could give four or five 
times as much for foreign aid and say, 
"Buy it all in Russia.'~ 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. It must be 
remembered that these are not grants. 
These are loans, repayable with interest 
in American dollars. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Whether they were 
loans or grants, the economic process 
would be the same. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. In this case we are 
lending the money. 

Mr. McCARTHY. It was only 2 years 
ago, when the balance-of-payments 
problem became serious, that we needed 
to be concerned about this, because all of 
those dollars came back to America im
mediately. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct. 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President. will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield to the Sen

ator from New York. 
Mr. KEATING. I wanted to ask the 

Senator from Alabama another ques
tion. Is it the law or the practice of our 
Government not to purchase such capi
tal equipment or property or engineer
ing services from any Communist-domi
nated country? 

Mr.SPARKMAN. Yes. Iamgiadthe 
Senator from New York asked the ques
tion, because a while ago the discussion 
indicated the countries could trade with 
Russia or any other Communist country. 
The Battle Act prevents such trading, 
and that is the law of the land. A 
country to whom we give aid cannot 
trade with one of the Communist coun
tries, under the Battle Act. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Is the Senator cer
tain of that?-

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. 
Mr. CAPEHART. The Battle Act does 

not apply to another country that is not 
receiving American dollars. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. It applies to trade, 
buying or selling. 

Mr. KEATING. Between what coun
tries? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Between a. bene
ficiary of our aid and any Communist 
country. 

Mr. KEATING. So even without this 
amendment, funds made available un
der the bill cannot be used for procure
ment of capital equipment or property 
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or engineering services in a Communist
dominated country. Is that correct? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. 
Mr. KEATING. I am in accord with 

the general principle of the Senator's 
amendment. 

I wonder if it would be satisfactory to 
the committee, and I wonder whether 
the Senator from Indiana would feel it 
would unduly weaken his amendment, if 
the amendment were modified in such a 
way as to give more flexibility? I can 
understand that when one is giving aid 
to India the goods, if not bought in the 
United States, would normally be bought 
in India and not in some other country. 
I wonder if some words such as "unless it 
is found to be impractical" or "wherever 
it is practicable" might be inserted in 
the language. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I think there is 
stronger language than that in the bill. 

Mr. KEATING. Does the Senator re
fer to the section on page 41? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. On pages 41 and 
42. There is an amendment on page 42, 
pointed out by the Senator from Ohio a 
few minutes ago. I think the two to
gether make the language of the bill 
stronger than what the Senator from 
New York proposes. 

Mr. KEATING. Except that the lan
guage relates to procurement in the 
United States as opposed to procurement 
in any foreign country. 

I wonder if that same principle could 
be applied to the principle which the 
Senator from Indiana is enunciating, so 
as to put the same restrictions on pur
chasing outside of the country which is 
being benefited? Does the Senator un
derstand my point? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I think I under
stand the Senator's point, but I cannot 
go along with him. 

Mr. KEATING. I do not know 
whether the Senator from Indiana 
would go along or not. I withdraw the 
proposal. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I should like to 
write into the law and establish as a 
principle of the Congress of the United 
States that the money must be spent in 
the United States. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The language 
which is written into the bill provides 
that no funds can be spent by a bene
ficiary country outside of the United 
States unless two things prevail. The 
Senator from Ohio pointed those out 
a while ago. First, there must be a posi
tive determination by the President that 
the economy of the United States will 
not be adversely affected. Second, there 
must also be a finding that the price to 
be paid in the other country is lower 
than the price which would be paid for 
purchase in the United States. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? It will always be 
found that the price is lower in the other 
country, because of our high standard of 
living and high wages. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That has to be 
coupled with the other provision, that it 
does not adversely affect the economy of 
the United States. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield to the Sena
tor from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I merely point out 
that when we make the loan repayable 
in dollars there is a question of whether 
it is fair to say to the borrower, "You 
have to spend this money in the United 
States, even though in the United States 
you will have to pay more for the goods 
than if you bought them in a different 
country and even though the President 
states affirmatively that buying the goods 
in a foreign country will not adversely 
affect the economy of the United States." 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I think the Sena
tor's question answers itself. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Certainly it would 
not be fair. Furthermore, it would de
feat the purpose of the aid program, 
which is to aid the underdeveloped coun
tries. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, the 
very fact that the country uses dollars 
to buy goods in some other country in
stead of buying goods in the United 
States will always mean an adverse ef
feet on some man's job. Somewhere in 
the United States a man is making the 
goods which ought to be sold to that 
country. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. If that is so, the 
President can determine it. I think we 
have tightened the language up suffi
ciently in the bill. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Why should we pass 
all the responsibility over to the Presi
dent? Why should we not establish the 
principle that when we loan money the 
country must spend the money in the 
United States unless it is going to spend 
the money in its own country? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I cannot speak for 
the Senator from Indiana, but I cannot 
help but feel that he would share the 
feeling with me that the President of the 
United States is interested in the econ
omy of the United States. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I am sure he is. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I think he will 

make findings with that in mind. 
Mr. CAPEHART. I am sure the 

President of the United States, with his 
1,001 duties, will not run all these things. 
They will be run by other people. 

Furthermore, why should we in the 
Congress all of the time give up our re
sponsibility and our authority? Why 
should we not make these things clear 
cut? Under the bill there will be thou
sands and thousands of loans-at least 
hundreds and hundreds of loans-and a 
determination must be made on each of 
them, according to the language. 

Why should we not simply say, "We 
will loan you the money, if you will spend 
it in the United States. If you want to 
spend money some place else, let the 
country in which you will spend the 
money loan it to you or finance your 
purchases"? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I would not agree 
with the statement made. 

Mr. CAPEHART. If the country does 
not wish to do business on that basis, it 

would be a .good thing for our taxpayers, 
and would help decrease our deficits. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I would not agree 
with the statement that there would be 
hundreds and hundreds of loans and 
that there would have to be a determina
tion on every case. I imagine the de
terminations which will have to be made 
will be few in number. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield to the Sen
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the Senator from Alabama a 
question with regard to the amendment 
of the Senator from Indiana. If I cor
rectly understand the amendment, when 
there was a loan of money the goods 
would have to be purchased either in the 
United States or in the indigenous coun
try. Suppose there were an item like 
cement under consideration? Suppose 
the country did not have any cement, 
but that the next door country had ce
ment available? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is a very good 
example. 

Mr. BUSH. Under the amendment it 
would be necessary to ship cement, which 
is not only a very heavy item but also 
a very bulky one, from this country, be
cause it would have to be purchased in 
the United States under the terms of the 
amendment. That would require a lot 
of money, simply for shipping. 

Mr.SPARKMAN. Yes. 
Mr. BUSH. The country might be 

able to purchase the cement from a next 
door neighbor, a country a few miles 
away; is that not so? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I think it is. 
Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 

agree on that. Let the country buy the 
cement from a neighbor, and let the 
country from whom the cement will be 
bought finance it. They could sell it on 
terms. If that situation exists, let the 
country which sells the cement finance 
the sale. 

Mr. BUSH. Could the country use the 
loan money for that purpose, under the 
terms of the amendment? 

Mr. CAPEHART. It could not. I do 
not wish to have them do so. I should 
like to have purchases made in the 
United States, if we are going to loan 
the money. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That would defeat 
the stated purpose of the Senator from 
Indiana. 

The Senator from Connecticut has 
brought out a very fine example and a 
very realistic example. That is exactly 
the way it would work. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. Whereas an ironclad 

prohibition such as the amendment 
would provide with respect to expendi
tures outside the United States would be 
unworkable, according to a statement 
made by Secretary Dillon, as shown on 
page 138 of the hearings, it is expected 
that at least 80 percent of the funds 
made available under the Act for Inter
national Development for obligation dur-
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ing the fiscal year 1962 will be spent.in 
the United States. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct . . I 
invited attention a few minutes ago to 
the fact that during the first 6 months 
of 1961 more than 85 percent of the 
ICA money was spent in the United 
States. 

Mr. GORE. If we submitted this to 
absolute rigidity, certain products which 
the country we desire to benefit needed 
simply could not be purchased because 
they might not be available for ship
ment, with all of the problems involved, 
from the United States. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD and Mr. CAPEHART 
addressed the Chair. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield to the ma
jority leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. What would hap
pen if we could develop, as we all wish 
to do, some sort of a multilateral aid 
program in which, let us say, Japan in 
the Far East and the prosperous nations 
of Western Europe and elsewhere were 
prepared to participate? If we ac
cepted the amendment, what would 
nappen? 

As I understand the situation, from 
what the distinguished Senator has said 
the record indicates that in excess of 
85 percent of all expenditures by ICA 
for the first 6 months of the present 
calendar year were spent in the United 
States. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. What would hap
pen if we tried to develop a multilateral 
program and everything had to be 
bought in this country? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I do not see how 
this would fit in with a multilateral pro
gram at all. The Senator knows that 
there have been some multilateral pro
grams. For instance, there was the 
plan which recently was worked out for 
India, in which $2.2 billion, I believe, 
was raised by a consortium. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. What about Paki
stan? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I do not know 
what the amount was. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. It was pretty close 
to $400 million, I believe, on a consor
tium basis. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. It was something 
like that. We are endeavoring to get 
Japan, West Germany, Italy, England, 
and a number of other countries en
gaged in this kind of program. Earlier 
this year we ratified in the Senate the 
OECD treaty for the purpose of effectu
ating such an arrangement. The pro
vision of the amendment would not fit 
in with that program. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Would it be fair 

to assume that under the new aid pro
gram eventually-and by "eventually" I 
do not mean too long-we could phase 
out some countries under the fqreign 
aid program and get some of the re
sponsibility off of our shoulders? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. We have already 
done so in the case of Western Europe. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. And we could 
possibly get some of the other countries 
to take a part of the responsibility so 
that we could decrease our loans? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. There has been a 

great deal of concern in Congress during 
the last 2 years under both administra
tions, about our gold balance and wheth
er or not the use of dollars in other 
cotmtries would further deteriorate the 
gold balance. I ask the Senator wheth
er section 604 does not provide that 
the President must affirmatively deter
mine certain factors. The committee 
inserted as one of the factors the net 
position of the United States in its bal
ance of trade with the rest of the world. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Would not that 
provision close the door pretty effectively 
to the use of dollars in order to pull out 
some of the gold from this country? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor
rect. It is one of the factors the Presi
dent will have in mind in determining 
whether or not the operation would work 
adversely against the interests of the 
United States. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 
Mr. CAPEHART. I do not believe that 

one can successfully contradict the state
ment I am about to make. Every coun
try in the world that lends money to 
other countries, or lends money within 
those countries, insists that the money 
be spent in their own country. That is 
true of Germany, England, France, and 
all countries. 

Russia has lent money, but Russia 
gives credits which the recipient country 
can use in order to purchase goods in 
Russia. Russia gives such countries a 
sort of "due bill." Senators will re
member that years ago we purchased 
"due bills" in restaurants fol' $5, and 
they were good for so many meals. Rus
sia provides that sort of credit. Every 
ruble that Russia lends or agrees to lend 
is on the basis that goods purchased 
must be purchased in Russia. The loan 
is a credit good for so much goods in 
Russia. The same is true of all other 
countries. Why should we be different? 
Why should we not do the same thing? 

My point is that we have a bill whose 
term is 5 years. This is a 5-year bill. 
We ought to tighten its terms. I am 
speaking in behalf of the wage earners 
of the United States. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is a 5-year bill, 
subject to termination at any time by 
concurrent resolution of Congress. Do 
not forget that. We would have com
plete control. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator is cor
rect. Any bill is subject to being re
pealed by vote of Congress. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I do not believe my 
good friend-and he ,is my good friend-

the Senator from Indiana and I can 
come to an agreement on the amend- . 
ment. I have stated the viewpoint of 
the majority of the Qommittee on For
eign Relations as best I can. I am pre
pared to vote. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, in 
my opinion, the provisions of the amend
ment are very simple. All goods not pur
chased within a country receiving a loan 
would have to be purchased in the United 
States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the amendment of the 
Senator from Indiana. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD <after having voted 

in the negative). On this vote I have a 
pair with the distinguished minority 
leader, the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN]. If he were present and vot
ing, he would vote "yea." If I were at 
liberty to vote, I would vote "nay." 
Therefore I withhold my vote. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JoHNSTON] is absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from South Car
olina [Mr. JOHNSTON] would vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is paired with the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuTLERJ. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
New Mexico would vote "nay," and the 
Senator from Maryland would vote 
"yea." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER] 
is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL
SON] and the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN] are necessarily absent, and the 
pair of the Senator from Illinois has been 
previously announced. 

On this vote, the Senator from Mary
land [Mr. BUTLER] is paired with the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Maryland would vote "yea," and the 
Senator from New Mexico would vote 
"nay." 

If present and voting the Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] would vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 27, 
nays 67, as follows: 

All ott 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bridges 

(No. 146] 
YEA8-27 

Capehart 
Case, S.Dak. 
Cotton 
Curtis 

Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Goldwater 
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Hickenlooper 
Hruska 
Jordan 
:Kuchel 
McClellan 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Bartlett 
Bible 
Boggs 
Burdick 
Bush 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, w. va. 
Cannon 
Carroll 
Case, N.J. 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Engle 
Ervin 
Fong 
Fulbright 
Gore 
Gruening 

Butler 
Carlson 

Miller 
Mundt 
Prouty 
Russell 
Schoeppel 

NAY8-67 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hayden 
Hickey 
Hill 
Holland 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Javits 
Keating 
Kefauver 
Kerr 
Lausche 
Long, Mo. 
Long, Hawaii 
Long, La. 
Magnuson 
McCarthy 
McGee 
McNamara 
Metcalf 
Monroney 
Morse 

Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N.Dak. 

Morton 
Moss 
Muskie 
Neuberger 
Pastore 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Robertson 
Saltonstall 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith, Mass. 
Smith, Maine 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Wiley 
Williams, N.J. 
Yarborough 
Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-6 
Chavez 
Dirksen 

Johnston 
Mansfield 

So Mr. CAPEHART's amendment was 
rejected. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate reconsider the vote 
by which the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment which is at the 
desk and ask that it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 14, 
line 13, after the word "citizens," it is 
proposed to insert: 
Including any wholly owned foreign sub
sidiary of any such corporation. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the 
amendment corrects, I believe, an inad
vertence in the committee bill. 

As the bill now stands, the President 
is authorized to make guarantees of 
U.S. investments in underdeveloped 
countries. The risks permitted to be 
covered are spelled out in the bill and 
the guarantees may be issued to: 

U.S. citizens or corporations, partnerships, 
or associations created under the law of the 
United States or of any State or territory 
and substantially beneficially owned by U.S. 
citizens. 

The executive branch had requested 
that the President be permitted to issue 
guarantees to U.S. corporations, and so 
forth, in which the majority _beneficial 
interest is owned by U.S. citizens. The 
committee was concerned about some 
possibilities of abuse under the formula 
requested by the executive branch. If, 
for example, a guarantee were made on 
an investment in country X by a corpo
ration which was 51 percent owned by 
U.S. citizens and 49 percent by citizens 
of country X, and then country X ex
propriated the property, the U.S. Gov
ernment would _be obliged to pay otr the 
local stockholders of the country which 
expropriated the property. This possi-

bility is too full of risks; hence the com
mittee cut back the authority so that 
the President may issue guarantees to 
corporations created in the United States 
and substanti:O'.lly beneficially owned by 
U.S. citizens. 

It has been brought to my attention 
that the reasons which I have just cited 
for the committee's action in reducing 
the scope of those who may receive guar
antees do not apply to wholly owned sub
sidiaries of U.S. corporations substan
tially beneficially owned by U.S. citizens. 
The committee overlooked this fact, and 
it is the purpose of my amendment to 
remedy this oversight. 

It is my belief that the amendment 
would assist U.S. private investors to go 
out to underdeveloped countries and 
speed the process of economic progress 
in accordance with the policies set forth 
in the bill. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arkansas yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. DWORSHAK. Currently we are 

receiving reports that bills introduced in 
the Legislature of Chile provide for the 
expropriation of all the copper mines in 
that country, 90 percent of which are 
owned by Americans. If the expropria
tion of the mines is consummated, how 
would that action be affected by the 
Senator's amendment? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It would not be 
affected by this amendment. The 
amendment applies only to corporations 
which will come under the program in 
the future by paying a fee. It would 
have no relation to any existing condi
tions, such as that the Senator from 
Idaho mentions. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arkansas yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Does the Senator 

understand that the .amendment which 
was offered by me yesterday, and which 
was accepted, prohibits the guarantee
ing of the success of a business in a for
eign country? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct. 
The amendment in no way alters that 
provision. It merely means that a 
wholly owned subsidiary of an Ameri
can corporation would be entitled to the 
same privileges as the parent corpora
tion. It in no way changes the substan
tive provision. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Arkansas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I call 

up my amendment designated "8-9-61-
B" and ask that it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 38, 
after line 5, it is proposed to insert the 
following new section: 

SEC. 512. RESTRICTIONS ON MILITARY Am TO 
WESTERN EUROPE.-No further milltary assist
-ance shall be furnished on a grant basis to a 
country of western Europe, except to fulfill 
firm commitments made prior to July 1, 1961, 
unless the President shall have determined 
that it would be an undue economic burden 

upon such country to purchase the supplies, 
equipment, or services proposed to be fur
nished. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, on this 
amendment, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, one of 

the salutary developments in these 
otherwise bleak post:-World War II years 
has been the economic recovery and sub
sequent economic boom in Western 
Europe. The emergence of economic 
vigor combined with freedom and politi
cal stability in this area has been, among 
other things, a strong deterrent to the 
spread of communism. It is also a trib
ute to American foreign policy. Funds 
provided under the Marshall plan seeded 
and nourished Western Europe's prodi
gious economic growth. 

No one could contend that the role of 
the United States in Western Europe has 
been other than gen~rous. In addition 
to the billions of dollars we have spent 
there since the end of World Warn to 
promote full economic recovery, the 
United States has formally committed 
itself to the defense of Western Europe. 
We have joined the NATO alliance. 
Large contingents of American troops 
have been kept in Western Europe at 
our own expense. Today we maintain 
five divisions in West Germany in readi
ness to defend that country or, if need 
be, Berlin. 

But in addition to all this, Mr. Presi
dent, we hav~ long subsidized the. mili
tary forces of our NATO partpers in 
Western Europe. There was a time, per
_haps, when this was justified, in the 
years immefjately following the war. 
However, during the past 10 years, since 
1950, it has become increasingly appar
ent that these countries can easily af
ford to maintain their own military 
establishments without further help 
from the United States. Indeed, some 
of these countries have now become so 
prosperous that their per capita income 
rivals that of some of our American 
States. 

Yet, throughout the whole 10-year 
period, our military assistance program 
to these countries has continued un
abated. Between 1950 and 1960, we have 
given nearly $13 billion worth of military 
aid to our NATO allies in Western 
Europe alone. Congress stopped fur
ther substanc.ial economic aid to these 
countries 7 years ago, recognizing they 
had fully recovered their capacity to be 
·self-supporting. It is long past time for 
us to take a stand on military aid. Un-
less we do, the subsidy will never stop; it 
will continue forevermore. 

Mr. President, in order to show the 
amounts of military aid we have fur
nished our NATO allies in Western 
Europe over the past decade, I ask unani
mous consent to inSert in the RECORD 
at this point a chart detailing these fig
ures on a country-by-country basis, and 
giving the totals for the 10-year period, 
as well as the breakdown for each year 
since 1956. 

There being no objection, the chart 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 
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NATO-United States MAP deliveries, defense expenditures, and defense expenditures as percent of GNP by calendar year 

[Dollars in millions) 

Total calendar years Calendar year 1960 Calendar year 1959 Calendar year 1958 Calendar year 1957 Calendar year 1956 
1950-60 

Defense ex- Defense ex- Defense ex- Defense ex- Defense ex- Defense ex-
Country penditures penditures penditures penditures penditures penditures 

MAP MAP MAP MAP l'-.1AP MAP 
deliv- deliv- deliv- deliv- deliv- deliv-
eries I Per- eries 1 Per- cries I Per- eries I Per- cries 1 Per- eries 1 Per-

Amount2 cent Amount2 cent Amount2 cent Amount2 cent Amount2 cent Amount2 cent 
of of of of of of 

GNP GNP GNP GNP GNP GNP 
----------------------------------------------

Bclgium-Luxem-
bourg ___________ $1,175 $3,904 3. 5 $13 $400 3.2 $22 $386 3.2 $59 $375 3. 2 $32 $376 3. 2 $96 $349 3.2 

Denmark __ ------- 476 1, 327 2.8 22 150 2.6 45 143 2.6 24 143 2.9 20 146 3.1 47 136 3.1 France __________ -- 4,117 29,815 7.4 39 3,831 6.8 147 3,630 7.0 130 3, 355 7.0 159 3,159 7. 5 400 2,975 7.9 
Germany s ________ 897 20,714 4.3 58 2,886 4.3 86 2,640 4.4 78 1, 631 3. 0 380 2,134 4.1 295 1, 717 3. 7 
Greece_---------- - 904 1, 316 5.6 69 159 5. 0 70 154 5. 1 139 149 5.1 79 149 5. 4 81 135 5.3 
Italy--- --- --- - - - -- 1,944" 9, 798 4.0 140 1,136 3. 7 112 1, 067 3.8 72 1, 035 3.9 144 977 3.9 257 934 4.0 
Netherlands _____ :. _ 1,104 4, 321 5.0 53 455 4.1 26 396 3.9 41 436 4.6 84 486 5.2 152 488 5. 7 
Norway ___________ 634 1, 413 3. 8 10 145 3.3 51 155 3. 7 47 143 3. 6 38 147 3. 7 69 135 3. 6 
Portugal_--------- 279 832 4.1 4 100 4. 5 12 98 4. 5 24 86 4. 2 25 83 4.1 20 80 4.1 Turkey ________ _. __ 1, (l18 1, 480 5.0 85 270 5.6 124 241 5.4 251 163 4. 2 208 141 4.1 171 129 4.8 
United Kingdom_ 989 48,285 81. 26 4, 856 7.0 199 4, 679 7. 1 43 4,684 7. 3 97 4, 707 7. 7 75 4, 788 8. 3 
NATO area pro-grams __ _________ 1,166 ---------- ------ ~ ~---ii;,i8ri~·-

143 ---------- ------ 137 ------ -- -- ------ 127 ---- ------ ------ 83 ---------- ------Total, NATO _____ 15,303 123,205 5. 9 1, 037 13,589 5. 5 1, 045 12,200 5. 2 1, 393 12, 505 5. 7 1, 746 11,866 5. 9 Canada ___________ 17,903 5. 9 --------1 1, 654 4. 7 -------- 1, 642 4. 7 -------- 1, 740 5. 3 -------- 1, 829 5. 8 -------- 1,888 6. 3 
United States _____ -------- 453,838 10.4 --------' 46, 552 9. 3 -------- 56,614 9. 7 -------- 45,503 10.2 -------- 44,548 10.1 -------- 41,773 10.0 

1 U.S. military assistance furnished to countries includes deliveries of equipment 
and supplies, expenditures for repair and rehabilitation of excess stocks, training, 
packing, crating, handling and transportation, nutrition surveys, construction and 
credit assistance under sec. 103(c) MSA. 

2 Based on NATO definition of defense expenditures. For the United States it 
includes expenditures for military functions of the Department of Defense, the mili
tary assistance program, the Atomic Energy Commission, Coast Guard, National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration, veterans' insurance and indemnities and 
residual expenditures by ICA for the direct forces support program. 

NoTE.-Precise comparisons of levels of defense expenditures between European 
countries and the United States are not possible. Conversions of national cmrency 
data into dollars have generally been made on the basis of official foreign exchange 
rates, and the pmchasing power of dollar equivalents is appreciably higher in most 
European countries than that of the dollar in the United States. Intra-European 
comparisons of the converted dollar figures are subject to similar limitations. A 
uniform exchange rate has been applied for all years in order to preserve the trend of 
the national currency data and eliminate distorting :fluctuations in the dollar figures 
caused by devaluation. . . 

3 German defense expenditures data for all years are ICA estimates. Germany's 
expenditures through 1955 were largely occupation/support costs. Military assist
ance expenditures represent physical deliveries to the Federal Republic of Germany. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I wish 
to refer in some detail to the table which 
has just been ordered printed in the 
RECORD ." I shall now refer to the first 
three columns of the table, country by 
country. 

To begin with, the chart shows that 
during the 10-year period 1950 to 
1960, Belgium-Luxembourg appropriated 
$3,904 million for their own defense 
forces, and received from the United 
States $1,175 million in grant-aid, or 
approximately 30 percent of the amount 
they appropriated for the maintenance 
of their own military forces. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Idaho please 
repeat that statement. 

Mr. CHURCH. Yes, I am glad to do 
so. I stated that during the 10-year pe
riod from 1950 to 1960, Belgium-Luxem
bourg appropriated $3,904 million for 
their own defense forces, and received 
from the United States $1,175 million in 
grant-aid, or approximately 30 percent 
of the amount which they, themselves, 
appropriated for the maintenance of 
their · own armed forces. 

During the same 10-year period Den
mark appropriated $1,327 million for the 
maintenance of her own armed forces, 
and the United States provided Denmark 
with $467 million in grant-aid, or ap
proximately 36 percent of the amount 
which Denmark spent to maintain her 
own armed forces. 

During the same decade, France ap
propriated $29,815 million for the main
tenance of her own forces, and the Unit
ed States donated to France $4,117 
million in grant-aid, or approximately 14 

percent of the amount France appro
priated for her own armed forces. 

During the same decade, Germany, 
whose program is newer, appropriated 
$20,714 million for the maintenance of 
her armed forces, and during that period 
the United States provided Germany 
with $897 million, or approximately 4 
percent of the amount which Germany 
spent for her armed forces. 

During the same decade Italy appro
priated $9,798 million for her armed 
forces, and the United States provided 
Italy, for the same purpose, with $1,944 
million in grant-aid, or approximately 
20 percent of what Italy herself spent to 
maintain her own armed forces. 

During the decade the Netherlands 
appropriated $4,321 million for the same 
purpose, and the United States donated 
$1,104 million, or approximately 25 per
cent of what the Netherlands appro
priated to maintain its armed forces. 

During the same decade the United 
Kingdom appropriated $48,285 million 
for the same purpose, and the United 
States donated $989 million, or approxi
mately 2 percent of what the United 
Kingdom appropriated for her own de
fense. 

Mr. President, if we examine the de
tails shown on the chart, we find that 
over the decade since 1950, when the ma
jority of the countries here involved 
clearly had economic capabilities suffi
cient to sustain their own military forces 
without external aid, the United States 
has donated $15,303 million in grant-aid 
to her NATO allies, most ·of which are 
located in Western Europe. 

For those located exclusively in West
ern Europe which would come within 

the ambit of the amendment I have of
fered, the United States donated nearly 
$13 billion during the decade. 

Mr. President, why have we been con
tributing so much in grant-aid to these 
prosperous countries? It is not because 
these countries have been doing their 
part in fully contributing their share to 
our collective security. 

It is to be noted from this chart, Mr. 
President, that none of the prosperous 
countries in Western Europe are making 
as much of an effort, in proportion to 
their own resources, to maintain their 
armed forces, as we have been making 
in proportion to ours. During the dec
ade, we spent 10.4 percent of our gross 
national product on our military forces, 
compared to an average of 5.9 percent 
on the part of our NATO allies. 

Moreover, it cannot be argued that the 
continuing American subsidy is furnish
ing these countries with an inducement 
to make a greater effort on their own, 
since it is clear from the chart that the 
average yearly military expenditure of 
our NATO allies has fallen off from 5.9 
percent in 1956 to 5.4 percent in 1960. 

Mr. President, to make plain beyond 
argument the level of wealth that now 
has been achieved by most of our NATO 
partners in Western Europe, their re
sultant capacity to maintain their own 
armed forces without American subsidy, 
and the lesser effort they are actually 
making, compared to our own, I ask 
unanimous consent to insert at this point 
in the RECORD, an appropriate chart con
taining these figures for last year, 1960. 

There being . no objection, the chart 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoan. 
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Selected economic and defense expenditures data on European NATO countries and United 
States, calendar 1960 

Population 
(in thou
sands) 

Total 
GNP 

(millions) 
GNP per 

capita 

Private 
consump
tion per 
capita 1 

Defense ex- Percent oi 
penditures defense ex
(millions) penditures 

to GNP 

Belgium-Luxembourg _________________ _ 9,490 
4,640 

45,500 
52,321 
8,691 

$12,275 $1,293 $896 2$400 3.2 
Denmark------------------------------
France ________ -- _____ ------------------
Germany (West) . __ -------------------
Greece .. ___ ._--. ________ ---_-----------
Iceland .. - ----------------------------
Italy---- -------------------------------
Nether lands ___ ___ ---------------------
Norway_ •• ----------------------------PortugaL ___________ ------ _______ ------
Turkey------ __ ------------------------
United Kingdom._ --------------------

176 
49,315 
11,480 

3,590 
9,124 

27,518 
52,375 

5,690 
54,400 
63,740 
3,120 

155 
30,360 
10,990 

4,465 
2,220 
4,680 

68,950 

1,226 
1,196 
1,218 

359 
881 
616 
957 

1,244 
243 
170 

1,317 

827 161 2.8 
728 3,831 6.8 
706 2,886 4.3 
270 159 5.0 
500 ------------ ------------
390 1,136 3. 7 
540 455 4.1 
724 2145 3.3 
187 2100 4.5 
134 J 270 5.6 
863 4,856 7.0 

1--------l·-------l--------l-------·l--------l-------
Total European NATO (exclud

ing Saar>----------------------
United States 3 __ ----------------------

274,220 
179,894 

261,045 952 604 14,399 5.4 
494,500 2, 749 1, 730 46,552 9.3 

1 At 1959 market prices. 
2 Partly estimated. 
a Alaska and Hawaii excluded. 

Source: European Data Book. 
NOTES 

All data are preliminary and subject to revision. 
Precise comparisons of the levels of gross national product and of defense expenditures between the European 

countries and the United States are not possible. The conversion into dollars has been made on the basis of official 
foreign exchange rates, and the purchasing power of the dollar equivalent is appreciably higher in most European 
countries than in the United States. Intra-European comparisons of the converted dollar figures are subject to 
similar limitations. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Idaho yield for a 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
HICKEY in the chair) . Does the Sena
tor from Idaho yield to the Senator 
from Rhode Island? 

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. Is the Senator from 

Idaho prepared to state the number of 
unemployed persons in those countries, 
as compared to the number of unem
ployed persons in the United States? 

Mr. CHURCH. I wish I had those 
figures available for the Senate. I think 
the Senator's question is most pertinent, 
and I am sorry I do not have the figures 
at hand. But I am of the impression 
that in these prosperous industrial coun
tries in Western Europe the level of un
employment is substantially below the 
level of unemployment in the United 
States. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Idaho yield further on 
that point? 

Mr. CHURCH. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. I have no immediate 

documentation of the statement I am 
about to make, but I am willing to esti
mate that at this moment there are more 
unemployed persons in the United States 
than there are in all the combined coun
tries, that the Senator from Idaho had 
mentioned. 

Mr. CHURCH. I suspect that the 
Senator from Rhode Island is correct in 
that surmise. I would be very much 
surprised if the figures do not bear out 
his statement. 

Mr. President, in examining the chart 
I have placed in the RECORD, let us exam
ine in more detail the three columns 
to which I have already referred. 

The first column carries the gross na
tional product per capita of the coun
tries which would be affected by the 
proposed amendment. 

The second column I propose to dis
cuss shows the amount the countries ap-

propriated for their own defense during 
1960. The last column is the percent 
that this amount bears to the gross na
tional product of each country. 

With respect to Belgium-Luxembourg 
in 1960 the per capita income as meas
ured by their gross national product was 
$1,293. They appropriated approxi
mately $400 million for their defense 
forces, which was 3.2 percent of their 
gross national product. 

The second country is Denmark, which 
had a per capita gross national product 
of $1,226. It appropriated $161 million 
for its defense, which was 2.8 percent of 
its gross national product. 

The next country is France, which had 
a gross national product per capita of 
$1,196, and which appropriated $3,831 
million for its defense, which was 6.8 
percent of its gross national product. 

I pause long enough to remind the Sen
ate that France has been engaged in a 
war in Algeria which has been going on 
for 7 years. It has been one of the 
hardest fought and bloodiest wars of 
modern times. 

The next country is West Germany, 
with a per capita income, measured by 
its gross national product, of $1,218. It 
appropriated $2,886 million for its de
fense, which was 4.3 percent of its gross 
national product. 

The next country is Italy, which had 
a per capita income, in terms of gross na
tional product, of $616. It appropriated 
$1,136 million for its defense, which was 
3.7 percent of its gross national product. 

The next country is the Netherlands, 
which had a gross national product per 
capita of $957. It appropriated $455 
million for its defense, which is 4.1 per
cent of its gross national product. 

The next country is Norway, which 
had a gross national product per capita 
of $1,244. It appropriated $145 million 
for its defense, which is 3.3 percent of 
its gross national product. -

The final country which would pos
sibly be affected by the amendment is 

the United Kingdom, which had a gross 
national product per capita of $1,317. 
It appropriated $4,856 million for its 
national defense in 1960, which was 7 
percent of its gross national product. 

In the same year the United States 
appropriated $46,552 million for its own 
defense, which was 9.2 percent of our 
gross national product. And that does 
not take into account all of the addi
tional money that we have put out in 
foreign aid for purposes of military as
sistance to other countries. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CHURCH. I yield. 
Mr. HAYDEN. I have some informa

tion that perhaps has not been supplied 
to the Senator, which is that for every 
dollar that we contribute to the North 
Atlantic Treaty nations they put up $7 
out of their budgets. It is a 7-to-1 deal. 
I think, iri buying national defense, it is 
the best bargain we could possibly get, 
because for every dollar we put up we 
get $7 worth of military aid. 

What has been done with the money? 
Airports have been built all over Europe, 
so that we do not have to keep our 
:fighter planes or bombers in one place. 
They can be continually shifted around, 
so that the gentlemen in Moscow with 
whom we are dealing would not know 
where they were in case it was decided 
that they should be bombed. Bases 
have been built there for guided mis
siles, and we have missiles of a range 
that can reach from Europe into the 
Soviet Union. That is one of the great 
deterrents we have. There are two. 
The other deterrent, of course, is the 
system of bases we have in Okinawa, the 
Philippines, southeast Asia, the Middle 
East, north Africa, Spain, and England, 
where we have our Strategic Air Force 
on a 15-minute alert, and with atomic 
bombs of greater power than the one 
that was dropped at Hiroshima during 
our Japanese troubles. 

My opinion is that this is the deter
rent that causes Mr. Khrushchev to 
pause, so far as starting any war is con
cerned. And if we can get the jet 
bombers that we hope to have, which 
will be able to carry good payloads of 
atomic weapons and bombs, we shall be 
still more protected. That is the rea
son why I supported that item. 

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator 
very much. I am in complete agreement 
that the NATO alliance is the corner
stone of our Western defense. I believe 
in it very strongly. I recognize that, as 
compared to the money we are now 
granting to some of our NATO allies, 
they are spending considerably more 
money of their own for the maintenance 
of their own armed forces. The figures 
I have given bear this out. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The ratio is 7 to 1. 
Mr. CHURCH. The purpose of my 

amendment is not in any way to alter 
or reduce in any measure the obligation 
or responsibility of the United States 
toward the NATO alliance or any mem
ber of it; but I do feel that, in the long 
run. we shall strengthen the alliance; 
and, as history is my judge, there is no 
other way to strengthen an alliance but 
to make clear to each member of it that, 
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as we intend to do our part, so we expect 
them to · do theirs. If we continue un
warranted subsidies to rich countries that 
are fully capable of carrying their own 
load in the maintenance of their military 
forces, I think we do a disservice to the 
alliance, and, in the long run, we shall 
see the time when it will be greatly weak
ened because it will lack the strong in
ternal respect that comes from each 
doing his share. 

Therefore, my amendment is not of
fered in any way -to have an adverse 
effect on the NATO alliance, but to serve 
it in the best possible way. 

I should like to read the amendment 
so there will be no misinterpretation of 
what it is I am seeking to do. The 
amendment is, on page 38, at line 5, to 
insert the following new section: 

SEC. 512. RESTRICTIONS ON MILITARY Am TO 
WESTERN EUROPE.-No further military as
sistance shall be furnished on a grant basis 
to a country of Western Europe, except to 
fulfill firm commitments made prior to July 
1, 1961, unless the President shall have deter
mined that it would be an undue economic 
burden upon such country to purchase the 
supplies, equipment, or services proposed to 
be furnished. 

It should be understood that this 
amendment would not affect any firm 
. commitment we have already made, that 
is, prior to July 1, 1961, to furnish mili
tary aid to any country in Western 
Europe. It would not prohibit future 
cash or credit sales of military equip
ment, services, or supplies to any of these 
countries. It would merely provide that 
no further military assistance shall be 
furnished on a grant basis to a country 
of Western Europe, unless the President 
shall have determined that it would be 
an undue economic burden upon such 
country to purchase the supplies, equip
ment, or services proposed to be fur
nished. 

It should be noted that Greece and 
Turkey would not be affected, since they 
are not located in Western Europe. 

It should be noted also that Portugal 
and Spain, and possibly Italy, are not 
likely to be affected, since they are still 
relatively poor countries, where a Presi
dential determination could properly be 
made, that purchase of equipment or 
supplies proposed to be furnished, would 
constitute an undue burden upon their 
economies. 

The amendment really points toward 
those countries which have achieved a 
prodigious economic recovery, the rich, 
industrial nations capable of self-sup
port--the countries which this Congress, 
in 1953, recognizing the facts of life, elim
inated from further assistance grants of 
economic aid. Unless we do the same in 
regard to the military aid program, there 
will be no limitation. The subsidies will 
continue until the day the Congress takes 
a stand. 

I ask, Mr. President, what more rea
sonable limitation, calculated to protect 
our national interest, could be imposed 
than this? The pending bill would au
thorize over $1.5 billion a year, for each 
of the next 2 fiscal years, to be spent on 
continuing military aid abroad. In the 
coming year, 22 percent of this amount 
is to be given the countries of Western 

Europe. Some of these countries may 
still need our help, and this amendment 
would not prevent the President, in such 
cases, from giving it. But the amend
ment would put an end to further subsi
dies, "shelled out" by American tax
payers, to the prosperous countries of 
Western Europe which can well afford 
to maintain their own military estab
lishments. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Does the 
Senator propose, before he concludes his 
speech, to say something about the ex
tent to which these same countries have 
been accumulating American dollars and 
credits, so that they are in a position to 
almost empty Fort Knox today? 

Mr. CHURCH. I know the Senator 
from Louisiana has those figures well in 
mind. I would welcome any contribu
tion the Senator might care to make to 
my argument. But let me first point 
out this paradox. Both our previous 
President, Mr. Eisenhower, and Presi
dent Kennedy have called upon the 
prosperous countries of Western Europe 
to do more in assisting us with our pro
gram of economic aid for the countries 
of the underdeveloped world . 

Both Presidents have said, "These 
countries clearly can do more, and it is in 
their interest as well as our for them to 
do so." 

Even as we urge these countries to as
sist us in providing economic aid for the 
underdeveloped world, we turn around 
and continue to give them hundreds of 
millions of dollars in grant aid for mili
tary forces they can afford to maintain 
on their own. Does that make sense? 
Is there any consistency in that posi
tion? Is there any way to explain it to 
the American people? I know of none. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield on that point? 

Mr. CHURCH. I have already yielded 
to the distinguished Senator from Loui
siana. I shall be happy to yield later to 
the Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. Very well. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Let me com

plete the point I had in mind. 
The administration has already asked 

us to pass a number of measures, each of 
which is completely inadequate to do the 
job, to try to meet the problem which 
arises because we are short on the bal
ance of payments. Other countries are 
accumulating our currency in large 
amounts. We are faced with the fact 
that we cannot even make good our mini
mum requirements, to back the amount 
of American currency outstanding to
day with 25 percent of gold. We cannot 
make good our legal requirements for 
our own citizens, if compelled to make 
good the requirements with regard to 
foreign nations. 

The particular nations the Senator has 
in mind are the nations which hold most 
of the dollar credits, almost enough to 
empty Fort Knox, the way the situation 
stands today. If they should call their 
dollars into their central banks and call 
on us for payment that would be the 
situation. Those countries have very 

favorable balances of payments, to the 
extent that they are still accumulating 
our dollars at a rate exceeding $1 billion 
a year. 

The point is that if there is anything 
which those countries really think- is 
necessary for their defense, they are well 
able to pay for it. We have gone so far 
in paying for these things there is now 
a serious question as to whether we shall 
be able to protect our own currency if 
there is a call upon it, under existing in
ternational obligations, for gold pay
ment. 

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator 
very much. The Senator makes a very 
cogent argument. I have only this to 
add: Why is it that the foreign-aid pro
gram is in such trouble, Mr. President? 
I am sure it is because the American 
people, in their great commonsense, 
know there is too much wrong with it 
and too much abuse in it. Unless the 
Congress begins to eliminate the abuse 
and to impose some reasonable and 
prudent restraints upon these expendi
tures, the day will come when the Ameri
can people will rise up mightily against 
the whole program and fill the Halls of 
Congress, and indeed, the White House 
itself, with men who are committed to 
an end to all foreign aid-to an end to all 
of our commitments abroad-and who 
would return us to a last isolation. 

When that happens, whom will we 
blame? If I know human nature, we 
shall look around for other people to 
blame, but the blame will be on us-on 
us, at these desks, if we, through hesi
tancy and unwillingness to act, fail to 
impose reasonable restraints upon this 
runaway program. 

Mr. President, if we cannot act now to 
do the things which our national inter
est clearly requires, and the things 
which history shows us in the long run 
will best serve the interests of the alli
ance itself, we shall deserve the fate 
which will come to us, hard as that is for 
me to say. 

I now yield to the Senator from Rhode 
Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I com
-pletely agree with my colleague from 
Idaho that this whole problem should 
be approached without rancor, without 
indignation, and without emotion. It 
should be approached in a most calm and 
judicious manner. I agree with the tell
ing argument the Senator has made. 

For the past few years we have been 
imploring our friends to assist us in our 
common effort. We have been asking 
our friends to assist us, at the same time 
telling them we will help them if they 
need help. 

We respect and appreciate those 
countries for standing shoulder to shoul
der with us to resist the onslaught of 
communism in that part of the world. 
No one means to depreciate that in any 
manner. But the fact is that over the 
years we have been imploring our allies 
and friends to help us in helping the un
derdeveloped countries of the world; at 
the same time we have been lavishing 
money on our allies. It is a sort of in
congruous, if not ridiculous situation. If 
they need our help, naturally they can
not help somebody ·else. But, if from 
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their apparent prosperity they can af
ford to help somebody else, then they do 
not need our help. 

We must begin to talk over the facts 
of life with our friends. We must cease 
all this emotion and excitement. We 
must sit down and discuss the cold facts 
together. 

Not long ago a very distinguished rep
resentative of one of the nations abroad 
appeared on the television program
"Meet the Press." The nation is within 
the shadow of the Kremlin, yet in an
swer to a question as to why that nation 
was not doing everything it was sup
posed to do in the common effort it was 
said, "We are doing everything we are 
asked to do." 

Only a short while ago we increased 
our defense budget more than $3 billion. 
We did that not because anybody asked 
us to do it, but because we thought we 
were facing a peril. 

We did it because we thought the 
situation in Berlin was perilous. On our 
own initiative we appropriated $3 billion 
more than previously had been requested 
by the administration. 

I am not pinpointing any criticism, 
but I feel that the time has come when 
our friends should understand that they 
must make a greater effort, not because 
they are asked to do so, but because the 
peril faces them as much as it faces us. 

A short time ago I was in Europe. I 
know this situation will amaze many 
Senators. I brought my experience to 
the attention of the Secretary of De
fense. While I was in Europe I picked 
up the newspaper one morning. I think 
it was the European edition of the 
Herald Tribune. I do not attach any 
authoritative significance or endorse
ment to the polls which may be taken, 
but a poll was taken throughout Europe, 
on two questions. 

The people were asked the question, "If 
there were a war between the Kremlin 
and the United States tomorrow, do you 
think we ought to get into it?" The peo
ple of every nation, with the exception 
of the Netherlands, answered "No." The 
second question was, "Would you rather 
be engaged in a nuclear war with the 
Russians, or be occupied by the Rus
sians?" This will amaze Senators even 
more than anything else. 

With the exception of the Netherlands, 
all countries answered, "We would 
rather be occupied by the Russians." 

I do not give too much credence to a 
poll, but if that reflects the feeling that 
permeates the minds of the people of 
Europe-if they think that the struggle 
is one exclusively between the Kremlin 
and the United States and they have no 
part in it; if they feel they do not have 
to live up to their commitments to NATO, 
as we have fulfilled ours over the years, 
then I am afraid that the American peo
ple will begin to doubt and despair. 
Their resentment will rise. 

The peril is against the free world. 
The situation in Berlin is a danger to 
the whole free world, and not against 
the United State& alone. We are in the 
cold war up to our ears, but the people 
of Europe are in it up to the tops of their 
heads. They are underneath the gun. 
All we can say is, "If you can afford to 

do more, you ought to do it. If you can
not afford it, we will be ready and willing 
with our help." 

If we were to add up the national 
debts of all the countries of Europe, the 
sum would not come anywhere close to 
the national debt of the United States 
alone. If we were to add up the num
bers of unemployed in Western Europe, 
the total would be only a percentage 
of the unemployment in the United 
States. 

I agree with the Senator from Idaho. 
Conditions have changed. Certainly 
we are the most abundant land in the 
world. Assuredly we are the most re
-sourceful country in the world. 
Granted we are the richest nation in 
the world. But, after all, there is still 
the risk of killing the goose that laid 
the golden egg. 

The time is here when the nations of 
Europe have become superlatively in
dustrialized. In their prosperity they 
are seeking needed workers from outside 
their own borders. Workers are being 
imported into Western Europe, whereas 
in this country workers are looking 
around for jobs. 

We have met our commitment com
pletely and fully. The countries of 
Europe have not yet met theirs. 

All the Senator from Idaho is saying 
this afternoon-and I think we ought 
to take this action without having to 
enact a law-is that no further military 
assistance shall be furnished on a grant 
basis to any country of Western Europe, 
except to fulfill firm commitments made 
prior to July 1, 1961. 

I ask Senators to listen to the follow
ing language: 

Unless the President of the United States 
shall have determined that it would be an 
undue economic burden upon such country 
to purchase supplies, equipment, or serv
ices proposed to be furnished. 

In other words, all the Senator is say
ing is that we should not give any 
people any money in the way of grants 
when they have the money themselves. 
That is all the amendment amounts to. 
I do not see why the amendment should 
not be accepted. I do not see why its 
substance should not be the firm policy 
of the United States. All we would say 
is, "You are our friends. You are our 
allies. You are our partners in this 
struggle. We will help you if you lack 
the means. But if you have the means, 
put them up and do not ask us to give 
the means to you." That is how simple 
it is. I congratulate my friend, and I 
shall vote for his amendment. 

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator 
very much. I wish to express my pro
found thanks to the Senator from 
Rhode Island. He has certainly put 
the case in a nutshell. I would add 
only that it seems to me that if we do 
not learn from history, it is because we 
never stop long enough to recall it. We 
never compare our own situation with 
other historical situations because we 
have not the time. 

In the past there have been other al
liances of fateful importance. One of 
them was the Delos League. All of us 
know what happened to it when the 
member states began failing to do their 

part and looked to Athens to do its part 
and more. In the end, the subsidies 
did not work. In the end the league 
fell apart. In the end, Athens fell. 

We have a historical parallel today 
in the NATO alliance. As the Senator 
from Rhode Island has so well said, 
when countries have a clear capability, 
by virtue of their prosperous industrial 
economy to maintain their own military 
establishments without undue burden 
to themselves, then we ought to ask 
them to do it. 

As long as we continue to give these 
countries handouts, they will take them. 
If any Senator thinks that the hand
outs make us worthier in their eyes, if 
he does not think these handouts are 
degrading to both donor and donee 
alike, he ignores the historical prece
dents that we should look to for guid
ance; and, indeed, he ignores human 
nature itself. 

We serve the NATO alliance best by 
adopting the amendment I propose. We 
serve ourselves and the future of the 
NATO alliance with this amendment. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. I thoroughly agree 
with the Senator from Rhode Island in 
the argument he has made in support 
of the amendment offered by the Sena
tor from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH]. 

The Senator from Idaho knows that 
he and I have shared this point of view 
in the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
of which we are both members. I sin
cerely hope that the chairman of the 
committee, the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. FULBRIGHT] will accept the Sen
ator's amendment. I think it is sound. 

I wish to make two points that are 
rather redundant in view of the speech 
of the Senator from Rhode Island, but 
they need to be repeated for emphasis, 
I believe. 

We need to face up to the fact that 
some of our NATO allies are in a stronger 
monetary position today than is the 
United States. We need to face up to 
the fact that in some instances those 
countries have practically no national 
debt. The reason they do not have any 
national debt is in no small measure due 
to the fact that the taxpayers of the 
United States have paid their national 
debts for them. The great assistance 
that such countries have received from 
the United States in our rehabilitation 
Pl'Ogram has resulted in our building for 
them the most modern factories, con
taining the most modern equipment, 
which has placed them at a competitive 
advantage, as clearly implied by what 
the Senator from Rhode Island has said, 
as compared with a good many Ameri
can industries at the present time. They 
have the wherewithal to do more for 
themselves as NATO allies in this entire 
field of mutual security than they have 
been doing. The time has come when 
they must demonstrate that they recog
nize that the program is a mutual 
security program. They should recog
nize it as it is recognized in some 
aspects of our trade problems. They 
recognize that "reciprocal trade" means 
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reciprocal trade, and that it is a two
way street. 

In many instances the countries of 
Western Europe are in a position to 
make a greater contribution to the mu
tual defense of freedom in Europe than 
they are making. As the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE] and the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH] 
pointed out, so long as we are willing 
to pay the bill for them, they will not 
ask us to stop doing so. 

I say to Senators who may not find 
themselves in agreement with the 
amendment of the Senator from Idaho 
that the patience of millions of American 
taxpayers is rapidly becoming frayed, 
and in the not too distant future the 
allies will find themselves with a rising 
demand upon the politicians in the 
United States to do a more efficient job 
than we have been doing in protecting 
the economic interests of the taxpayers 
of the United States in respect to this 
whole matter of foreign aid grants. As 
the Senator from Rhode Island has said, 
We are talking about grants. We are 
talking about giveaway money, not loans. 

I believe the Senator from Idaho is 
to be congratulated for his courage in 
presenting the amendment. At first 
glance, there are those who may not 
think it is a good amendment. But in 
my opinion, if it is studied, the argu
ments of the Senator from Idaho cannot 
be answered. 

The next point I wish to make is that 
i have made a little study of what some 
of our allies in Europe are doing in re
gard to carrying out their responsibility 
under what would amount to a general 
welfare clause in the United States. 
Take a look at the so-called general 
welfare legislation of some of the NATO 
countries in the whole field of social 
legislation, in the whole field of health 
legislation, in connection with housing, 
in connection with the development and 
protection of natural resources. They 
are doing a better job than we are doing. 
The argument is that we must postpone 
our general welfare legislation in order 
to spend our money for defense. 

I do not propose to vote billions of 
dollars under a foreign-aid bill when 
the recipient countries in many instances 
are able to do for their people, by way 
of needed social welfare legislation, what 
we are asked to postpone because we 
must appropriate so much money for 
foreign aid. 

The time has come today for us to 
write the record and serve notice on our 
allies that we have reached the end of 
the road so far as grants are concerned 
in every instance in which they have 
the economic power to do for them
selves what they ought to do fm: them
selves and not ask the American tax
payers to do for them. 

I am proud to support the amendment 
of the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator 
from Oregon very much for his eloquent 
and persuasive statement. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CHURCH. I am pleased to yield 
again to the distinguished Senator from 
Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. I am reading the Sen
ators' amendment. Let us assume-anq 
Heaven forbid that such might be the 
case-that there might arise a situation 
in Europe in which it· becomes necessary 
to furnish our friends in Europe with 
guns and tanks which they do not have 
and which they might need in case of 
an emergency. Would his amendment 
prohibit our doing that? 

Mr. CHURCH. It would not, in my 
opinion, because in the event such an 
emergency were to arise, large amounts 
of additional supplies and equipment 
would be necessary, and such large 
amounts might easily impose an undue 
economic burden on them, and therefore 
the amendment would not prohibit our 
doing it. 

Mr. PASTORE. Would the Senator 
consider amending or modifying his 
amendment by stating: 

Unless the President shall declare an emer
gency or shall have determined-

And so forth. I would insert the words 
"shall declare an emergency." 

We must not leave the impression that 
in the case of a contingency-and God 
forbid that the contingency shall arise
which brought about a situation with 
which our allies could not cope immedi
ately, even if they had the money to pay 
for the equipment necessary for the com
mon defense, I repeat that we must not 
leave the impression we would be tying 
the hands of the United States or tying 
the hands of NATO in their need to meet 
that emergency. 

Mr. CHURCH. I would be willing to 
so modify my amendment. I have tried 
to draft my amendment in such a way 
that it could not possibly constitute a 
danger to the United States or its allies. 
I thank the Senator very much for his 
suggestion. I am happy to modify my 
amendment accordingly, so as to make it 
clear that in the event of an emergency 
the provisions in my amendment would 
not apply. 

I should like now to turn to the argu
ments offered by the State Department. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays having been ordered, unani
mous consent is required before the 
amendment can be modified by the 
Senator. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may modify 
my amendment in the way suggested by 
the Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CHURCH. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I did not quite un

derstand the Senator's modification. I 
wonder if he would restate it. 

Mr. CHURCH. The text of the amend
ment as originally offered reads: 

SEC. 512. RESTRICTIONS ON Mn.ITARY Am TO 
WESTERN EUROPE.-No further mill.tary as
sistance shall be. furnished on a grant basis 
to a country of Western Eur.ope, except to 
fulfill firm commitments made prior to July 
1, 1961, unless the President shall have deter
mined that it would be an undue economic 
burden upon such country to purchase ·the 
supplies, equipment, or services proposed to 
be furnished. 

The Senator froni Rhode Island makes 
the point that in the event of a sudden 

emergency, when it might be to the ad
vantage of the United . States as well as 
to its allies to have us furnish large 
quantities of equipment, the words he 
proposes would provide an escape hatch, 
so that the provisions of the law in such 
an instance would not be applicable. 
The modification would be as follows: 
In line 5, after the word "President", 
I would insert the words "shall de
clare an emergency". The amendment 
would then read as follows: 

SEC. 512. RESTRICTIONS ON MILITARY Am 
TO WESTERN EUROPE.-No further military 
assistance shall be furnished on a grant 
basis to a country of Western Europe, ex
cept to fulfill firm commitments made prior 
to July 1, 1961, unless the President shall 
declare an emergency or shall have deter
mined that it would be an undue economic 
burden upon such country to purchase the 
supplies, equipment, or services proposed to 
be furnished. 

I have agreed to modify my amend
ment accordingly. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I was under the 
impression that there was an emergency 
developing in that area already. This 
would be an extremely poor time to give 
the impression that we are in any way 
weakening our support of our allies in 
Western Europe. The Senator knows 
that we discussed this subject in com
mittee, and the military opposed reduc
tions of even very small amounts of di
rect aid in the military field. There is no 
economic aid involved in the bill. Even 
in the military field, outside the NATO 
contribution, which I assume he has in 
mind, there is no substantial military 
aid. We have moved steadily away from 
that in the past administration as well 
as by what is now proposed. The pro
gram has been substantially decreased, 
from 33 percent in the fiscal year 1961 
to 22 percent in 1962. We have steadily 
decreased our percentage of the contri
bution. It was as high as $2.8 billion 
in 1953. It is down to $800 million now. 

It is the purpose of the administration 
to continue that trend. I do not quarrel 
with the merits of what the Senator is 
trying to do. I violently object to the 
psychological effect his amendment 
would have at this time if all the news
papers in the world, encouraged by those 
who are not so friendly to us, were to 
interpret this action as an indication 
that the Congress of the United States 
has no more confidence in our Western 
European allies, that they are a bunch 
of slackers, that they are not doing their 
part, and that, therefore, we will not give 
them any further aid. I do not believe 
this would be a very wise thing to do. 

I have some figures in the book I have 
in my hand. If the Senator wishes, I 
shall read them. They show clearly 
that the trend is very much in the di
rection I have indicated. As I have 
said, the contribution of our allies has 
steadily gone up. In 1950 it was $5.9 
billion. In 1960 it was $14.4 billion. 
Our contribution has gone down from 
$2.8 billion in 1953 to $800 million in this 
year. That is the way it has been mov
ing. 

Perhaps it is not as rapid as it should 
be. I agree that one country about 
which there is no secret is certainly well 
off and could do much more. However, 
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it is certainly expected that with the 
crisis which confronts that country now 
we will see a much greater contribution 
being made by it. On the other hand, 
Great Britain, for example, is in a very 
serious financial condition, and is in no 
position to be expected to make any 
great financial contribution. She has 
just arranged for a loan from the IMF. 
That indicates the seriousness of her fi
nancial situation. This is a joint un
dertaking. I regret that the Senator is 
inclined to belittle the contribution of 
these countries. 

Mr. CHURCH. I should like to make 
it clear that I have not intended to be
little the contribution being made by any 
of our NATO allies. My purpose is not 
to do so in any way. I have tried to make 
it clear that we should expect them to 
do what they are able to do, and that, in 
the long run this will strengthen the al
liance by promoting greater respect for 
one another among the members of the 
alliance. I ask the distinguished chair- · 
man of the Foreign Relations Committee 
if he would object to my modifying my 
amendment in the way I have indicated. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Of course not. 
However, I do not want my consent to 
be interpreted as favoring the amend
ment. I do not accept it. I am opposed 
to the amendment, as proposed to be 
modified, or as not modified. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, if I 
may renew my unanimous consent re
quest, I wish to amend my amendment 
in the way suggested by the Senator from 
Rhode Island, to insert, after the word 
"shall," the following: "declare a na
tional emergency or shall determine that 
it would be an undue economic burden 
upon such country to purchase the sup
plies, equipment, or services proposed to 
be furnished." 

Mr. PASTORE. Omit the word 
"national." 

Mr. CHURCH. The language should 
be "a national emergency." "National 
emergency" is a term of art. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the modification of the 
amendment? The Chair hears none, 
and the amendment is modified. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I 
should like to turn to the argument made 
by the State Department in opposit ion 
to the amendment that we might ex
amine the position taken by those who 
are administering the program. The 
State Department says: 

It is assumed that the amendment is in
tended to be applicable to Belgium, Den
mark, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, 
the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, 
and the United Kingdom-all of which, ex
cept Spain, are members of NATO. Its pur
pose is to authorize grants of military assist
ance to the foregoing countries only upon a 
Presidential finding that the country con
cerned is unable to finance from its own 
resources the military effort required of it. 

I think that is a fair statement of the 
intent of the amendment. The State De
partment then continues: 

First, the principle declared by the amend
ment has been followed for some time by 
the executive branch. The executi·ve branch 
has already achieved some measure of sue-

cess in terminating or reducing grant aid 
to the economically dev~loped countries of 
Western Europe. 

Mr. President, what success has there 
been in terminating such aid? In 1960, 
every single one of the economically de
veloped countries in Western Europe 
were still receiving substantial grants 
from the United States. Not one such 
program had been terminated. In the 
face of that situation, the assertion of the 
Department of State is demonstrably 
false. What is the basis of the Depart
ment's contention that the program of 
grant aid has been substantially reduced? 
I simply say, as to this point, that the 
latest unclassified information now 
available, which I can use in the course 
of the debate in the Senate, shows that 
in 1960 $361 million in military grant 
aid was given to the prosperous coun
tries in Western Europe, excluding 
Portugal and Spain, all of which, aside, 
possibly, from Italy, clearly had the re
sources to carry their full loan and to 
maintain their own military forces with
out external aid. 

If it is desired to say that $361 mil
lion of grant aid to these countries is 
not a significant figure, then I cannot 
argue the point. But when it is con
sidered that in the planning for this 
year's program, 22 percent of the total 
military aid authorized by the bill is 
planned for Western Europe, then I ask, 
What is a substantial contribution? 
Clearly, we have continued, year after 
year, to throw our money into coun
tries which can afford to maintain their 
own forces without our aid. We have 
contributed $13 billion in the last decade 
to these very countries in Western Eu
rope. But now the Department of State 
says it has had "some measure of suc
cess in terminating and reducing this 
program." 

I simply urge Senators to go to the 
classified books in the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, as members of the 
committee have done, examine the pro
gram for these very countries for the 
coming year, and then measure the facts 
against the statement which has now 
been made by the State Department in 
opposition to the amendment. If Sen
ators will do that, I think they will agree
with me that the program is not being 
reduced in any satisfactory way; and 
that if we must wait for the adminis
trators of the program to reduce and 
eliminat e it, we will wait forever. Only 
Congress can do it. If Congress does 
not begin to impose reasonable rest raints 
on a runaway program, who will? Where 
can the American taxpayers find pro
tection, if they cannot find it here? I 
submit that, on the evidence, this argu
ment of the State Department does not 
stand. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Idaho yield? 

Mr. CHURCH. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Sen

ator referred to the classified informa
tion in the books of the committee which 
shows amounts of money which the Sen
ator is not privileged to reveal. I have 
examined the same books. When we 
consider a country like Germany, only 
a small amount of money is involved
less than a million dollars. But the 

point is that not even 5 cents can be 
justified, because we are now proposing 
to go to war, if need be, for the benefit 
of West Germany. We are spending an 
extra $3 billion to prepare ourselves to 
fight and defend our obligations toward 
West Berlin. West Germany is better 
able to pay than we are, but she is only 
making half the effort we are making. 
The United States is spending foreign 
aid money all over the world, trying to 
help other people to help themselves. 

The point I am making, and the 
point to which I believe the Senator is 
addressing himself, is well reflected here. 
There is no reason on earth for us to 
say that we will spend any money in a 
country where, as things are now, they 
are holding our dollars. If we do not do 
something about gold payments and the 
favorable balance of payments for them 
as against us, we will be in a position 
where we cannot pay them off, no mat- · 
ter what the situation is. 

Mr. CHURCH. The Senator from 
Louisiana is correct. The precarious 
imbalance in our payments is another 
reason for imposing reasonable re
straints on the program, where that can 
be done. I think it can be done in this 
instance. In the long run, it will serve 
the best interests of the NATO alliance 
if we do so. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Idaho yield? 

Mr. CHURCH. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator from 

Idaho said the Senator from Louisiana 
was correct. Does the Senator from 
Idaho wish to leave the impression that . 
he believes there is no advantage to the 
American people regardless of what the 
people of Germany do in defending West 
Berlin? 

Mr. CHURCH. Oh, no; I do not think 
I could have left that impression. We 
have decided to hold our ground in West 
Berlin on the basis of our national in
terest. With that decision I have no dis
agreement. 

I think the point made by the Senator 
from Louisiana was that in a time when 
the United States had a serious balance
of-payments problem, we should be 
careful about the amount of money we 
spend abroad and should be willing to 
impose reasonable restraints on this pro
gram, where such restraints are clearly 
justified. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator further yield? 

Mr. CHURCH. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It seems to 

me that this point should be made clear. 
Some persons cannot agree on it. The 
point has been made, and I think we 
should recognize it, because some day we 
may be required to vote on the issue, Are 
we willing to go to war to defend those 
who will not raise a hand to defend 
themselves? One of these days we shall 
have that problem to solve. 

West Germany, if she is required to 
fight, will fight to defend her freedom. 
As one who· faced Germany in the last 
war, I have some respect for her capac
ity to fight and her courage. But if we 
are to take the attitude that a country 
is willing to pay its own way, but we are 
going to pay it nevertheless, the Sena
tor from Idaho makes the point that 
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such an attitude discourages the country 
from doing what it should be doing. We 
should be sending the aid somewhere 
else, wherever it is more urgently needed. 

Mr. CHURCH. If I know anything 
about the Germans, they will respect us 
more if we say plainly that we are willing 
to give grant aid to any country in the 
alliance that needs it. But, as we are 
willing to contribute our wealth in 
standing by the alliance, we expect the 
prosperous countries in Europe to do 
likewise, including West Germany. If we 
do so, they will respect us more, and the 
alliance will be stronger, not weaker, for 
it. 

Mr. President, let us turn to the sec
ond argument offered by the State De
partment in opposition to the amend
ment. They say: "In some countries, 
military assistance is required as a quid 
pro quo for base rights outside the 
NATO infrastructure complex." 

That is departmental language, which, 
in an obscure way, means that there are 
at least two countries in Europe, Portu
gal and Spain, where we may be giving 
grants of military assistance as rental 
for military bases. Mr. President, is it 
not better simply to come out in a forth
right way and say so? 

This is not grant assistance. It is 
rental. It is assistance given in con
sideration-the Department's term is 
quid pro quo-for the bases we have ob
tained. As such, it would not be grant 
assistance, and it would not come within 
the purview of this amendment. So the 
objection raised by the State Department 
misses the amendment. 

Also it can be said that Spain and 
Portugal are still relatively poor coun
tries, as to which the President could 
readily make a finding that it would be 
an undue economic burden upon them 
for them to purchase the supplies, equip
ment, or materiel proposed to be pur
chased, thus bringing them within the 
exception set forth in the amendment. 

So, Mr. President, in any case the 
argument of the State Department is 
irrelevant and inapplicable to the sub
ject at issue, and on that basis I sug
gest that we should set it aside. 

What is the third argument offered 
by the State Department-and, inciden
tally, it is the last substantive argument 
offered against the amendment. 

Third-

Says the State Department-
from the U.S. viewpoint, the furnishing of 
certain follow-on support, modification of 
weapons systems, and training is necessary 
to assure full effectiveness of previously fur
nished materiel, irrespective of whether there 
is a firm U.S. commitment to furnish such 
further assistance. 

Mr. President, there we have it-the 
State Department's own admission that 
the philosophy which underlies the ad
ministration of this military aid is that 
once it is begun, it can never stop. Let 
me read it again: 

Third, from the U.S. viewpoint, the fur
nishing of certain follow-on support, modi
fication of weapons systems, and training 
is necessary to assure full effectiveness of 
previously furnished materiel, irrespective of 
whether there is a firm U.S. commitment 
to furnish such further assistance. 

So if we give a tank, we must continue 
to give spare parts, revised training 
programs, and perhaps even an up-dated 
version of the old tank, as a replacement, 
in order-to use the department's lan
guage, "to assure full effectiveness of 
previously furnished materiel." 

Mr. President, there is no way to stop, 
if we accept the philosophy of those who 
administer this program. There is no 
way out; we can only go in deeper. If 
we accept their philosophy, we must con
tinue this program indefinitely, even 
though the recipient countries can afford 
to purchase the "follow-on support." 
Obviously, Mr. President, the Senate 
cannot accept such an absurd proposi
t ion. 

So there go the three arguments-one, 
two, three-out the window and onto the 
rubbish heap; and that disposes of the 
State Department's arguments against 
this amendment, and leaves no argu
ment at all against the amendment, but 
only a scare-a scare which probably 
will work. Somehow a scare seems to 
hover over us whenever we consider a 
mutual security bill. 

Just listen to the State Department's 
scare warning: 

Of primary importance among these polit
ical and military considerations is the par
ticular need at this critical moment of main
taining t he effectiveness of NATO and the 
willingness, capability, and flexibility to re
spon d to the growing challenge to Berlin. 

Mr. President, I say with all the con
viction that I possess that this amend
ment has nothing to do with Berlin. Be
fore the impact of this amendment could 
possibly be felt, the crisis at Berlin will 
either have exploded into war, thus 
rendering the whole subject moot, or 
we shall have found a peaceful resolu
tion of that crisis and it will have passed 
by. But if we must defer until a time 
when there is no crisis, in order to do 
the things that reason says we ought 
to do in this bill, who knows how long 
we shall have to wait? 

Mr. President, I say it is error-worse 
still, it is error compounded with weak
ness-to believe that any alliance can 
be served or strengthened through 
needless subsidy. Such a practice is de
grading to donor and donee alike. His
tory clearly demonstrates that it is 
self-defeating. The record shows that 
it has not worked, and it not working, 
in the case of NATO today. None of 
our NATO allies in Western Europe has 
met the military goals set for the alliance 
nearly 2 years ago. We are 400,000 men 
short of the agreed level of strength; 
but neither West Germany, France, nor 
the United Kingdom, though peering 
into the very teeth of the Berlin crisis-, 
has undertaken any buildup of its own 
defenses, comparable to what the Presi
dent has asked of the United States. 

Congress has already approved the 
President's supplemental requests. Our 
country will go on carrying more than 
its share of the load in the NATO part
nership. Even now it is our own Stra
tegic Air Command, built and main
tained at a fantastic cost to the 
American taxpayers exclusively, that 
constitutes · NATO's main deterrent 
power. But we are foolish indeed if we 

think that continued handouts of mili
tary aid to our prosperous allies in West
ern Europe will ever cause them to do 
their share. It has not in the past; it is 
not now; it will not in the future. It is 
just the kind of extravagance that brings 
the whole foreign aid program into 
disrepute. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Idaho yield? 

Mr. CHURCH. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator 

from Idaho knows, does he not, that the 
Senate has already voted to reduce mili
tary assistance by $250 million? Hence, 
it will be for the Senate to indicate 
where it thinks that cut of $250 million 
should be made. In other words, we 
have voted for military assistance, $250 
million less than the amount the com
mittee reported to the floor of the Sen
ate. Now that we have done that, a re
sponsible Senate might well approach 
the task of showing where that cut 
should be made-whether in Vietnam or 
in the limited amount of aid that is 
available for the countries of South 
America, or just where the cut should 
be made. The Senator from Idaho is 
providing the Senate with the logical an
swer-namely, that it should be made in 
the case of the countries which are 
better able to pay for their part of the 
program than we are able to pay it for 
them. 

Mr. CHURCH. I appreciate the Sen
ator's point, and it is very well taken. 
Here we have an opportunity to say that 
it is the judgment of the Congress that 
when the President administers this re
duced program of military assistance, he 
should take into account the countries 
which are able to pay their own way. It 
is here that we should effect the cuts. 
We can give the President that guidance, 
and it will be in line with the best fiscal 
interests of the taxpayers of the United 
States if we do. 

Mr. President, I have supported the 
foreign-aid program as indispensable to 
our national survival in this precarious 
world. But the American people are 
fed up with the waste that is in it. As 
I have said, their resentment today can 
lead to reaction tomorrow so widespread 
as to fill these halls, and the White 
House as well, with men who would sever 
our world commitments and would with
draw the United States into a lingering, 
lethal, and last isolation. 

Mr. President, if that happens, then 
I think the responsibility will fall heavily 
upon us in these Halls who fail to take 
the necessary action to make this pro
gram reasonable, and th1,1s to· give to it 
the assurance of continuing public sup
port. 

It is to correct one such unreasonable 
abuse in the program that I offer my 
amendment. Our prosperous allies in 
Western Europe do not .need further 
subsidies of military aid from the United 
States. If Congress will adopt this 
amendment, we shall be saying to our 
NATO allies, "We expect you to do your 
part for the alliance, even as we intend 
to do ours." 

Mr. -President, as history is my judge, 
in that spirit only can we serve our . 
mutual interests best. 
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For -those reasons, I urge the Senate 
to adopt the amendment. . 

I yield the ftoor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend· 
ment of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
CHURCH], as modified. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that 

the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JOHNSTON], the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
LAuscHE], and the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RussELL] are absent on official 
business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] ls absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RussELL] would vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is paired with the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JOHNSTON]. If present and voting, the 
Senator from New Mexico would vote 
"nay," and the Senator from South 
Carolina would vote "yea." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER] is 
absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL· 
soN] and the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
CASE] is detained because of illness in his 
family. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER], the Sen· 
ator from Kansas rMr. CARLSON], and 
the Senator from Tilinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] 
would each vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 22, 
nays 70, as follows: 

Bartlett 
Burdick 
Church 
Clark 
Dworsha.k 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Fong 

Aiken 
All ott 
Anderson 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bible 
Boggs 
Bridges 
Bush 
Byrd, va. 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Cannon 
Capehart 
Carroll 
Case, N.J. 
cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Engle 
Ervin 
Fulbright 
Gore 

[No.147] 
YEAS-22 

Goldwater 
Gruening 
Jordan 
Long, La. 
Magnuson 
McClellan 
Morse 
Moss 

NAYB-70 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hickey 
Hill 
Holland 
Hruska 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Javits 
Keating 
Kefauver 
Kerr 
Kuchel 
Long, Mo. 
Long, Hawall 
Mansfield 
McCarthy 
McGee 
McNamara 
Metcalf 
Miller 
Monroney 

Neuberger 
Pastore 
Pen 
Proxmire 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 

Morton 
Mundt 
Muskie 
Prouty 
Randolph 
Robertson 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith, Mass. 
Smith, Maine 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Tower 
Wiley 
Williams, N.J. 
Williams, Del. 
Yarborough 
Young, N.Dak. 
Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-8 
Butler Chavez Lausche 
Carlson Dirksen Russell 
Case, S. Da.k. Johnston 

So Mr. CHURCH's amendment, as modi· 
fted, was rejected. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion to 
lay on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, in 
his remarks on August 11, the senior 
Senator from Michigan raised several 
cogent questions regarding the foreign
aid bill to which he asked me to reply. 
I am happy to do so, and I shall address 
myself to each of his questions in turn. 

The Senator asked how recipient 
countries will receive long-term develop
ment loans. 

The loans will be requested and acted 
upon through normal diplomatic proc
esses of negotiation. To be eligible for 
a development loan a country will be ex
pected to meet certain criteria as spelled 
out in section 201 of the bill. The basic 
criteria are the determination of the ap
plicant country to take basic measures of 
self-help, its willingness to undertake 
basic measures of economic and social 
reform, and the extent to which the 
country is responsive to the vital eco
nomic, social and political needs of its 
populace. 

The Senator asks how the aid pro
gram will affect unemployment in this 
country. 

It is of course impossible to assess the 
impact on particular areas throughout 
the United States. By and large, how
ever, the aid program should have salu
tary effects on the employment situation 
in this country because most of the funds 
provided will be spent in the United 
States. Section 604 of the bill states 
that aid funds may be used for procure
ment outside of the United States only 
if the President determines that such 
procurement will not result in adverse 
effects on the American economy, with 
special reference to areas of labor sur
plus. 

The Senator asks whether aid funds 
are to be provided for European coun
tries. 

The program for Europe is very small 
because most of the countries of Eu
rope, as a result of the Marshall plan, 
have recovered their economic health. 

Substantial economic aid is scheduled, 
therefore, only for Spain and Yugoslavia. 
Greece, which is sometimes counted as 
being in Europe, will receive both mili
tary and economic aid. 

The Senator asks when and where the 
aid program can be expected to end. 

There is no real answer to this ques
tion. Our aid programs are long-range 
commitments and it would be self-delu
sion to pretend that they are not. Their 
end will come when the threat of Com
munist imperialism has substantially re
ceded and when the underdeveloped 
countries have developed the capacity for 
self -sustaining growth. 

The Senator points out that several 
billions in aid funds appropriated in the 
past have not yet been expended and he 
asks whether we might not declare a one 
year moratorium on aid while these 

funds are being expended and use the 
savings to strengthen our own economy. 

The unexpended funds to which the 
Senator refers represent contracts to 
purchase equipment and goods for which 
funds have already been obligated but 
which have not yet been expended be
cause the goods have not yet been de
livered. These obligated but unex
pended funds are not available for new 
aid commitments, and, as the Commit
tee report and the material presented by 
the President make clear, additional for
eign aid is a primary instrument of U.S. 
foreign policy. 

Mr. McCLELLAN obtained the ftoor. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield to me briefly? 
Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT TO LIMIT 
DEBATE 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
have consulted with the distinguished 
acting minority leader, the Senator from 
California [Mr. KucHELJ, with the chair
man of the Committee on Foreign Re
lations, the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
FULBRIGHT], and with other interested 
Senators. I should like to propound the 
unanimous-consent request that begin
ning at the conclusion of morning busi
ness tomorrow, 1 hour be allocated to the 
consideration of each amendment. 30 
minutes to a side, and that 6 hours, 
equally divided, be allocated to the con
sideratlon of the bill. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. KUCHEL. Is that with the un

derstanding that the Senate will con
vene at 11 o'clock in the morning? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. At 10 o'clock or 
11 o'clock. We shall discuss that later. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I have spoken with 
Members on the minority side, who do 
not desire to interpose any objection. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
there will be no further yea-and-nay 
votes tonight. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Montana propose the 
unanimous-consent agreement in the 
standard form? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask a question. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. Does this apply to all 

amendments, whether or not at the desk? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. There would 

be 1 hour on all amendments and 6 hours 
on the bill. If more time is needed it can 
be arranged. 

Mr. JAVITS. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD subsequently said: 
Mr. President, pursuant to the unani
mous-consent request granted earlier, it 
is my understanding that there are-some 
amendments at the desk, already print
ed, which are nongermane, and there
fore outside the scope of the unanimous
consent agreement. I therefore ask 
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unanimous consent that those amend
ments be included in the order granted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<The unanimous-consent agreement, 
subsequently reduced to writing, is as 
follows:) 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Ordered, That, effective on Thursday, Au
gust 17, 1961, at the conclusion of routine 
morning business, during the further con
sideration of the bill (S. 1983) to promote 
the foreign policy security, and general wel
fare of the United States by assisting peoples 
of the world in their efforts toward eco
nomic and social development and internal 
and external security, and for other pur
poses, debate on any amendment, motion, or 
appeal, except a motion to lay on the table, 
shall be limited to 1 hour, to be equally 
divided and controlled by the mover of any 
such amendment or motion and the ma
jority leader: Provided, That in the event 
the majority leader is in favor of any such 
amendment or motion, the time in opposition 
thereto shall be controlled by the minority 
leader or some Senator designated by him: 
Provided further, That no amendment that 
is not germane to the provisions of the said 
bill shall be received, except those already 
submitted for printing. 

Ordered further, That on the question of 
the final passage of the said bill debate shall 
be limited to 6 hours, to be equally divided 
and controlled, respectively, by the majority 
and minority leaders: Provided, That the said 
leaders, or either of them, may, from the 
time under their control on the passage of 
the said bill, allot additional time to any 
Senator during the consideration of any 
amendment, motion, or appeal. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. HRUSKA. Is there any disposi

tion on the part of the leadership to 
disclose whether there will be a Saturday 
session this week? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. If consideration of 
the bill is completed, there ·will be no 
Saturday session. 

The ' PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arkansas has the floor. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Sen
ator from Arkansas. 

SURPLUS PROPERTY 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment at the desk and 
ask to have it stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated for the in
formation of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 45, 
line 20, immediately preceding the word 
"The" it is proposed to insert the subsec
tion designation" (a)". 

Beginning with the period in line 7, 
page 46, strike out all to and including 
line 16, page 46, and insert in lieu thereof 
a colon and the following: 

Provided, That the amount of property 
classified as domestic excess property pur
suant to the Federal Property and Admin
istrative Services Act of 1949, as amended 
(40 U.S.C. 471 et seq.), held at any one time 
pursuant to this section shall not exceed 
$15,000,000 in total original acquisition cost. 
Property acquired pursuant to the preceding 
sentence may be furnished (i) pursuant to 
any provision of part I for which funds are 
authorized for the furnishing of assistance, 
in which case the separate account estab
lished pursuant to this section shall be repaid 
from funds made available for such provi-

sion for all costs incurred, or (ii) pursuant 
to section 607, in which case such separate 
account shall be repaid in accordance with 
the provisions of that section for all costs 
incurred. 

"(b) Property classified as domestic ex
cess property under the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended (40 U.S.C. 471 et seq.), shall not 
be transferred to the agency primarily re
sponsible for administering part I for use 
pursuant to the provisions of part I or sec
tion 607 unless ( 1) such property is trans
ferred for use exclusively by an agency of 
the United States Government, or (2) it 
has been determined in the same manner as 
provided for surplus property in section 203 
(j) of the Federal Property and Administra
tive Services Act of 1949, as amended, that 
such property is not needed for donation 
pursuant to that subsection. The foregoing 
restrictions shall not apply to the transfer 
in any fiscal year for use pursuant to the 
provisions of part I of amounts of such 
property with a total original acquisition 
cost to the United States Government not 
exceeding $50,000,000." 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
have discussed the amendment with my 
colleague the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. It 
is an amendment which dea1& with sur
plus property, and seeKs to protect the 
donable surplus property which goes to 
schools, hospitals, and other facilities in 
this country. It would place a limit upon 
the amount that the International Co
operation Administration may receive. 

I believe the amendment is probably 
necessary to afford that protection. It 
actually would not deny to them such 
property as their fair share of it, and 
such property as they may select for 
specific Government agencies. If there 
is no objection to the amendment, I ask 
that an explanation of the amendment 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MCCLELLAN 

This amendment to section 608 of the 
foreign aid bill places a ceiling of $15 mil
lion, computed on the original acquisition 
costs, on the total amount of domestic ex
cess property that the International Coop
eration Administration can hold at any one 
time. 

This ceiling is designed to prevent losses 
of needed domestic excess property to the 
Act for International Development program, 
while restricting to a reasonable level the 
amount of equipment that can be stock
piled without a specifically identified 
requirement. 

Subsection (b) of the amendment is de
signed to prevent the excessive acquisition 
by the foreign aid agency of domestic ex
cess property which might materially inter
fere with the donable property program for 
State education, public health, and civil de
fense purposes. 

The education program has been tre
mendously successful over the years, giving 
immeasurable assistance to the eligible re
cipients. During the fiscal year 1961, an 
estimated $400 million in acquisition costs 
of surplus property have been donated under 
this program to health, education and civil 
defense activities. 

This subsection allows the foreign aid 
agency to acquire without restriction up to 
$50 million in total original acquisition 
costs of domestic excess property in any ·one 
fiscal year. Any acquisition in excess of 
this ceiling, not intended solely for the use 
of a U.S. agency, must first be screened to 

determine that the item is not needed for 
the donable property program. 

I am informed that during the calendar 
year 1958, the ICA has received excess prop
erty valued at $24,498,000; $18,191,000 in 
1959, and $3"!,205,000 in 1960. 

It is therefore believed that the $50 mil
lion ceiling placed thereon is sufficiently 
high to prevent the allocation of domestic 
excess property in such quantities as would 
deplete or materially affect the amount of 
property which is available for donation to 
health, education and civil defense activities. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. We have studied 

the amendment. We certainly did not 
intend in the program to limit the dis
tribution of property needed for our own 
health and educational purposes. I 
think the limit of $50 million which the 
Senator has provided is reasonable, and, 
as chairman of the committee, I am pre
pared to accept the amendment. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the dis
tinguished Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
McCLELLAN] . 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 

offer amendments "7-27-61-B" which 
I send to the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments of the Senator from Indi
ana will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 6, 
line 5, it is proposed to strike out "1962 
through 1966" and insert "1962 and 
1963". 

On page 6, lines 10 and 11, it is pro
posed to strike out "each of the fiscal 
years 1963 through 1966'' and insert "the 
fiscal year 1963". 

On page 6, line 13, it is proposed, be
ginning with the word "any", to strike 
out through the word "period" in line 15 
and insert the following: "the fiscal year 
1962 may be issued in the fiscal year 
1963". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator wish the amendments to be con
sidered en bloc? 

Mr.CAPEHART. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, the 

amendment would do nothing more than 
to reduce the time from 5 years to 2 
years. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE EDUCATION 
ACT 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I under
stand that earlier today, though I was 
not present, the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. McNAMARA] announced that he 
would offer an amendment to attach the 
school construction bill to S. 2393, the 
impacted areas school bill. I had al
ready announced that I would offer 
amendments to extend the National De
fense Education Act for 1 year. 

I ask unanimous consent that my 
amendments, which have been printed 
and are on the table, be printed in the 
RECORD, together with an excerpt from 
the minority views on S. 2393. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments submitted by Mr. 
JAVITS are as follows: 

On page 2, after line 16, insert the 
following new section: 

"SEc. 4. The National Defense Education 
Act of 1958 is amended as follows: 

" ( 1) The first sentence of section 201 is 
amended to read as follows: 

" 'SEc. 201. For the purpose of enabling the 
Commissioner to stimulate and assist in the 
establishment at institutions of higher edu
cation of funds for the making of low-inter
est loans to students in need thereof to 
pursue their courses of study in such institu
tions, there are hereby authorized to be ap
propriated $90,000,000 for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1962, and the succeeding fiscal 
year, and such sums for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1964, and each of the three sue
ceding fiscal years as may be necessary to 
enable students who have received a loan for 
any school year ending prior to July 1, 1963, 
to continue or complete their education.' 

"(2) Section 202 is amended by striking 
out "1962" each time it appears and insert
ing '1963' in lieu thereof. 

"(3) Section 206 is amended by striking 
out '1966' each time it appears and inserting 
'1967' in lieu thereof. 

" ( 4) Section 301 is amended by striking 
out 'three' each time it appears and insert
ing 'four' in lieu thereof. 

"(5) The third sentence of section 
302(a) (2) is amended to read as follows: 
'Such promulgation shall be conclusive for 
each of the three fiscal years in the period 
beginning July 1, 1960, and ending June 30, 
1963.'. 

"(6) Section 304(b) is amended by strik
ing out 'two' and inserting 'three' in lieu 
thereof. 

"(7) Section 402 is amended by striking 
out 'three' and inserting 'four' in lieu 
thereof. 

" ( 8) Section 501 is amended by striking 
out 'three' and inserting 'four' in lieu 
thereof. 

"(9) Section 504(a) is amended by strik
ing out 'two' and inserting 'three' in lieu 
thereof. 

"(10) Section 504(b) is amended by strik
ing out 'three' and inserting 'four' in lieu 
thereof. 

.. ( 11) Section 511 is amended by striking 
out 'three' and inserting 'four' in lieu there
of. 

"(12) Section 601 is amended by striking 
out '1962' each time it appears and insert
ing '1963'in lieu thereof. 

" ( 13) Section 611 is amended by striking 
out 'three' and inserting 'four' in lieu there
of. 

"(14) Section 763 is amended by striking 
out 'three' and inserting 'four' in lieu there
of. 

"(15) Section 802 is amended by amend
ing section 301 of title III, 'Area Vocational 
Education Programs' of the Vocational Ed
ucation Act of 1946 (20 u.s.c. 15i-15m, 15o-
15q, 15aa-15jj) by striking out 'three' and 
inserting 'four' in lieu thereof. 

"(16) Section 1009(a) is amended by strik
ing out 'three' and inserting 'four' in lieu 
thereof." 

Amend the title so as to read: "A bill to 
extend for one year the temporary provi
sions of Public Laws 815 and 874 relating to 
Federal assistance in the construction and 
operation of schools in federally impacted 
areas, and to provide for the application of 
such laws to American Samoa, and to ex
tend the temporary provisions of the Na
tional Defense Education Act of 1958." 

The excerpt submitted by Mr. JAVITS is 
as follows: · 

Page 2, minority views on S. 2393: 
Unless the NDEA 1s extended this year, 

there will be no loans available for the 36,000 

-high school seniors with superior academic 
background who must have a loan to enter 
.college in the fall of 1962. Without assur
ance of continued Federal support, the 47 
language and area centers, financed up to 
'50 percent by the Federal Government, would 
face retrenchment. The Federal investment 
In these language centers, which are so im
portant today particularly with respect to 
·Africa and Asia, is over $3 V:z million. And if 
the NDEA is not extended this year, the 
effectiveness of the area vocational education 
program will be jeopardized at a time when 
the Labor Department estimates that at 
least 100,000 additional technicians will be 
needed annually during each of the next 15 
-years to work with engineers and scientists. 

I think the position of the country in terms 
of national defense demands at least an ex
tension of the NDEA in view of the fact that 
the Senate majority cannot do what it has 
the responsibility to do-that is, to pass the 
Federal aid to education bills reported by 
the committee. 

The time to renew the NDEA is now. Be
cause the impacted school areas bill has ex
pired there are opponents of the NDEA, and 
indeed of Federal aid to education generally, 
who need the impacted areas bill and are 
feeling the need now to do something to 
rescue these programs. If we wait until 
next year, . those who support Federal aid to 
education are the ones who will be forced to 
act under the pressure of the imminent ex
piration date of the NDEA. In order to 
maintain the same position to act on the 
NDEA next year as we are in today, we have 
to keep 1 year ahead. 

Mr. JAVITS. I make this statement 
because I think this is a very critical 
subject. Unless the National Defense 
Education Act is extended this year, 
there will be no loans available for the 
36,000 high school seniors with superior 
academic background who must have a 
loan to enter college in the fall of 1962. 
With our assurance of continued Fed
eral support, the 47 language and area 
centers, financed up to 50 percent by the 
Government, would face retrenchment. 
These centers are critically important 
to our position with respect to Africa 
and Asia. 

Finally, if the NDEA is not extended 
this year, the effectiveness of the area 
vocational education program will be 
jeopardized at a time when the Labor 
Department estimates that at least 
100,000 additional technicians will be 
needed annually during each of the next 
15 years to work with engineers and 
scientists. 

Finally, I point out that the fact that 
the leadership of the administration on 
the majority side has collapsed on Fed
eral aid to education does not mean that 
the educational system, which is direct
ly responsive to the defense emergency, 
must be hung up this year. For that 
-reason I hope very much that Senators 
will give the most serious thought to 
the proposed extension on the impacted 
areas bill. Many Senators want the im
pacted areas bill. I think many others 
want the National Defense Educational 
Act extended, and this is the time to 
do both. 

ELECTRONIC INDUSTRY IN MASSA
CHUSETTS 

Mr. SMITH of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, the following article on my 
home State appeared in the Esso Oilways 
magazine of the Esso Division of the 

Humble -on & Refining· Co. It. pre
sents not· only a history of the Common
wealth, but an excellent description of 
the rise of the electronic age industries 
that have made Massachusetts one of the 
leading industrial States of this country. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
article printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE. BAY STATE 

It is not only the first home of the Pil
grims, but a highly industrialized State and 
·the center for the manufacture of electronic 
and space equipment. 

The first settlers of Massachusetts were 
not only men of rectitude and courage; they 
were also a people of enterprise and deter
mination. When they originally fied from 
Scrooby and other English towns to that 
-strange 'land of Holland, they could not rest 
long. The New World beckoned to them and 
they heard the call. 

Earlier Englishmen under Gosnold had 
·tried the New England coast, but found it 
'forbidding and unproductive. So they re:. 
turned to the homeland. But the Pilgrims 
and Purl tans were unafraid of viclssi tudes 
and took hardships in their stride. They 
sailed for an unpromising place and by their 
industry transformed it into a promised 
1and. They worked on a 6-day schedule and 
worshipped on the seventh. In the begin
ning, they struggled for survival; later they 
worked for security; today their efforts spell 
success. 

Massachusetts is a comparatively small 
State in area with a population of slightly 
more than 5 million and a working force of 
more than 2 million. According to the U.S. 
Census of Manufacturers, 1958, the unad
justed value added by manufacturing in 
the State was over $5 blllion. 

In order to survive their early hardships, 
the settlers farmed and fished. (Even Gov
ernor Bradford had a fishing station at Cape 
Ann.) Today, farms employing about 7,000 
workers produce mostly dairy product~. 
_poultry and eggs. But the old fishing ports 
of Gloucester and Boston still bring in great 
shining harvests from the sea. Gloucester 
even imports fish from abroad to process in 
its canneries. 

Edward Winslow explored the Connecticut 
Rfver Valley in the 1630's to set up likely 
fur-trading posts. Soon furs became a 
thriving business. Forests were leveled to 
make farmlands and provide homes. And 

. from the lum'bering business evolved the 
·lucrative trade In naval stores exported to 
England in the form of turpentine, tar and 
timbers. In 1646 the first successful iron
'Works 1n America was begun at Saugus. 
. Industry had started to roll in Massachusetts 
and many other firsts followed. The first 
shoe factory in the world was at Danvers. 
Today_ at Beverly is located the United Shoe 

·Machinery Corp., the largest of its kind in 
the world. · 

The State may well be proud of its enter
prising and ingenious natives chalking up an 
endless list of other firsts, such as the first 
chocolate mill established at Dorchester in 
1765. Today the State leads the world in 
chocolat~ processing, making 12 percent of 

·.all the candy in the United States. Linus 
~Yale made the first Yale lock in the mid-19th 
century at Shelburne. The first gasoline
powered automobile was built at Springfield 
by the Duryea Motor Car Co. It was at 

· Woburn, in 1840, that Charles Goodyear dis
. covered how to. vulcanize rubber. 

The Crane Paper Co. at Dalton, founded in 
1801, is the oldest family-owned company in 
the country, and is t:qe exclusive supplier of 
paper for U.S. currency. The telephone was 
Invented by Bell in Boston in 1876. Pre
vious to that, Ell Whitney of Westborough 
instituted the modern concept of mass pro-
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duction. At present the State ranks high in a new repute for its diversification. And sion of the 1930's dealt another staggering 
the Nation in research, electronics and edu- there is also a strong swing' toward the man- blow. But they have staged a remarkable 
cation. ufacture of durable goods. · The Common- comeback. 

Those early settlers, being farsighted, wealth of Massachusetts Industrial Directory Worcester, second largest city in the State, 
realized that education was important. The for 1959, a compilation of companies and is a place of diversified operations. It is the 

'Boston Public Latin School began in 1635. ·industrial categories, lists well over 6,500 .world's largest manufacturer of abrasives and 
Harvard College was opened the following firms employing eight people or more. abrasive products, and also leads in forging 

.year. Now there are approximately 75 in- Products range from ammunition to beauty .magnesium alloys. It leads the Nation in 
stit utions of h~gher learning in the State .shop equipment. fuel stoking equipment. It is the center of 
.and 322 research centers engaging 15,000 sci- MaSsachusetts has come about full circle New England's plastics industry, and is na
entists, engineers and technicians. Among in the last three centuries from a producer tionally known for its production of wire, 
the many firsts tn the State is a new project of raw products to a voracious consumer ·textile machinery, and paper and paper pulp 
under construction at Cambridge. It will and processor of all r aw products. The Com- machinery . 
. be a $15 million research center built jointly monwealth is now primarily an exporter of Springfield, through the Springfield Indus
by Massachusetts Institute of Technology manufactured goods half of which are sold trial Development Commission, has attracted 
and Cabot, Cabot & Forbes, industrial de- to its immediate neighbors. This close mar- many new companies to that Connecticut 
. velopers. There are over 300 firms in the ket is composed of the New England and Valley area. Some of the major operations 
,State operating in the areas of nuclear re- Middle Atlantic States. It is a compara- there include firearms, electrical appliances, 
search, nucleonics. and atomic power. The tively small area in reference to the whole air-conditioning apparatus, and machine 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology has country, yet it contains 28 ·percent of the tools. It ranks third in population behind 
completed the first reactor in the State for total population. And this population re- Worcester and Boston. 

· experimental usage. At the Quincy ship- ceives about one-third of the Nation's in- Lowell, one-time textile center of the 
· yards, Bethlehem Steel Co. is constructing come. By reason of its proximity to Mas- world, now plays host to a great variety of 
two nuclear-powered surface ships for the 'sachusetts this eastern market is favored -producers. Former vacant textile plants now 
Navy, the cruiser Long Beach and the frig- :by comparatively cheaper freight rates. hum with the manufacture of apparels, food
ate Bainbridge. ' :fu the early 19th century the introduc- stuffs, furniture, stainless steel, and shoes. 

Behind the great variety of industries, ·tion of steam power to supplement water . For 20 years, New Bedford has been waging 
especially the comparatively new fields of . power greatly expanded the industry poten- . a winning fight against industrial paralysis. 
plastics, synthetic · textiles, electronic de- ·tial. Because of such men as Slater, Lowell, Through popular subscription to bond issues 
vices and chemical derivatives, lie the re- .Jackson, and Appleton the trend ran strong- it has improved its moribund plants with 
search laboratories. And behind the re- ly to textiles and leather products. Although new blood. Electronic and communications 
search centers are the secondary and colle- these industries have spread throughout · equipment flourish there 1n company with 
giate schools and universities. · other states in recent years, Massachusetts steel fabricators, apparel manufacturers, and 

Yet it is less than a 100 years since sci- ·still leads the Nation's production of shoes a host of other processors. What· has hap
entific research struggled for a place in the . with about 17 percent of the total. But . pened in Worcester has occurred in Fall River 
schools. But today is the time for the spe- the State still retains many textile and ap- and Lynn. Up in Greenfield, near the Ver
cialist, whether in chemistry, physics or any . parel plants. mont line, the first cutlery in America was 
of the sciences. Within the last 20 years, as textiles and made. Today it is known as the world's 

Much of the State's new industrial blood the shoe industry created a void within the largest producer of taps and dies. The story 
can be attributed to the efforts of private state by their gradual withdrawal, other of one town or large city in Massachusetts is 
industrial developers and the paid indus- industries eventually moved in to ftll the the theme of the entire State . 

. trial development commissions of several · gap. Plastics and electronics were among And not the least of the State's interesting 
cities and towns. the new entrants. The motivating forces attractions is the great number of resorts 

There are 70 industrial development dis- . behind this welcome incursion were avail- . and vacation spots. For pleasure and re
tricts throughout the State, ranging from 50 ability of vacated plants, a great pool of laxation is big business in the State. Wheth
to 1,500 acres. Near aU the major cities, skilled and semiskilled men and the prox- er one takes the high road through the 
they are open to light or heavy industry, of- imity of many research centers. The com- Berkshires or the low road along the shore, 
fice buildings or research laboratories. Most monwealth Is one of the largest manufac- Massachusetts is an excellent host. Its 
are serviced with utilities. turers of plastic molded products in the many lakes, forests and innumerable his-

The Divisions of Research, Planning and United States. Massachusetts manufactur- toric places hold interest for all tastes. Many 
Development of the Department of Com- ing-the employer of almost 45 percent of all Americans visit Cape Cod each year. 
merce facllitate the settlement of new com- nongovernment workers in the state-now The third and newest part of the State is 
panies or the expansion of those of long employs about 695,000 persons, a figure about Route 128. This highway is a onetime 
standing. Throughout the State over 270 15,000 below the 1957 level. Industry leaders country road rebuilt in the early 1930's to 
firms have completed construction or have know that they are challenged with the detour traftlc north and south around Boa
made plans for expansion during the last 18 creation of 90,000 new job opportunities to ton's congested area. It describes a huge 
months. meet the state's expanding population; arc 20 miles from Boston for a distance of 

From a bird's-eye view of the State, it Today Massachusetts is one of the four 75 miles. 
might be said that all Massachusetts is di- · greatest producing areas in the country in Farsighted real estate men envisioned its 
vided into three parts: Boston, the rest of · the field of electronics. It is a leader in value as an industrial zone. Manufacturers 
the State and Route 128. The latter is a . research, development, and production of seeking cheap land near the port, rail lines 
75-mile-long highway which carries vehicu- · highly specialized communications equip- and highways began to locate there. The 
lar traffic around Boston. ment. over 500 companies in the state trend grew and property valuation increased. 

Boston , began in 1630 on a hilly little employ nearly 100,000 people in this category. Land that had once sold for $1,000 per acre 
pr?montory connected to tJ:le mainland by Many of these companies line Route 128, jumped to $26,000, depending on the site. 
a narrow neck of land. The town originally · frequently called Electronics Highway. By 1955, 39 companies were in operation. 
contained only 780 acres. However, since A random look at the communities located Today the road is flanked by over 260 com-

. then, 3,000 acres of landfill and 28,000 acres near the corners of the State are a good in- panies employing 30,000 people. There are 
of mainland annexation have greatly en- dication of its industrial diversification. In 18 industrial parks situated along the high
larged the area. Boston, a great commercial the northwest area of Williamstown, electric way, fully or partially constructed. 
and industrial beehive, boasts of a thriving wire and sensi_tized photographic paper are Upstate at Rowe, in Franklin County, the 
harbor which is nearer Western Europe than produced. Going northeast, near New Hamp- Yankee Atomic Electric Company's plant 
any other American port. It is also closer shire, is Amesbury, where auto parts and went critical in August 1960. This company, 
to ports in Brazil and Argentina than are the women's novelty shoes are manufactured. formed by 10 New England utility com
gulf ports. The city has recently jumped In the southeastern part of the State prod- panies, built the plant at a cost. of $50 mil
from ninth to eighth -place among the coun- ucts range from nails, tacks, and rivets to · lion. The reactor is operated Wlth enriched 
try's manufacturing· centers. In reference marine equipment, including machinery. uranium dioxide (U02) and has a generat-

. to the number of _employees, the major in- This area is also the home of the Plymouth . ing capacity of 134,000 kilowatts. It is hoped 
dustries in Boston are electrical and other Cordage Co. Westward, at Great Barrington, . that within the near future operating costs 
machinery, foods, apparel, and leather prod- fine papers are made as well as cotton goods. of such an atomic device may be reduced to 
ucts.. The transportation lines extending to do- a level comparable to fossil fuel generating 

In metropolitan Boston alone, during the _ mestic and foreign ·markets from Boston, plants, which now have a generating capacity 
first half of 1960, major new business devel- Worcester, Springfield, Fall River, Quincy, of 3 million kilowatts in the State. 
opments announced and initiated by build- and Lynn carry a profusion of goods from 
ing permits amounted- to more than •46 · automobiles to zinc ointment. 
million. Expectations are that capital ex- Long before Route 128 was envisioned, 
penditures for 1960 Will reach $100 million. such large metropolitan areas as these were · 

The image of :the State. h'SS undergone a the productive shops of_the State. With the 
complete evol~tion in the past 25 years. : gradual eii?-igrati~n ~f textile and leather 
Where once it was known as a fishing, tex- . processing plants from the State these cities 
tile, and leather goods State, it has earned became industrially weakened. The depres-

CVII--1012 

ADJUSTMENT OF POSTAL RATES 
Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, on 

August 4 I introduced, for myself and 
for Senators MANSFIELD, HAYDEN, RAN· 
DOLPH. CLARK, NEUBERGER, MUSKIE, and 
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GRUENING, S. 2382. This bill is for the 
purpose of increasing the postal rates to 
cover a substantial part of the annual 
postal deficit. 

Under the terms of the bill rates would 
be adjusted for each of three classes of 
mail, for which rates are set by statute, 
to pay for the service extended to each 
group. The bill will eliminate about $600 
million of the present postal deficit. 
With the amount which the Congress 
may appropriate for public services per
formed by the Post Office Department for 
which it is not paid, this would cover the 
present postal deficit. 

The reason my colleagues and I intro
duced the bill was to provide the oppor
tunity for immediate hearings on this 
important bill. Unless we act now in the 
Senate to hold hearings, we in the Sen
ate may suddenly find ourselves block
ing the recapture of this $600 million in 
present postal losses for an entire year. 

There is a possibility-a strong possi
bility-that the bill now pending in the 
House will be reported to that body for 
action soon. If this is the case and the 
House acts, the Senate would find it very 
hard to justify a year's delay on this im
portant measure simply because we 
would not take the time to conduct hear
ings on it. 

The urgency of committee hearings is 
apparent and further delay on the part 
of the Senate Post Office and Civil Serv
ice Committee will place the blame for 
this costly $600 million loss squarely 
upon our shoulders. 

Recently I wrote the distinguished 
and able chairman of the Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee, the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. JoHNSTON], 
urging him to call hearings on the Sen
ate bill either by the full committee or 
by the Subcommitee on Postal Affairs 
which I have the honor to chair. I ad
vised him that our subcommittee was 
prepared to begin early hearings if he 
would refer the bill to us, or that if he 
wished, we would cooperate in hearings 
before the full committee. 

Under date of August 14, the Senator 
from South Carolina advised me that 
custom stood in the way of the Senate 
beginning hearings on rate bills until the 
House has acted and that he did not be
lieve it advisable to set a new precedent 
in this matter. 

He further advised me that-
When the matter comes over from the 

House, then it is a question for the com
mittee to decide when hearings will be held. 

It seems to me that since there is ample 
precedent in the postal rate bills of 1949 
and 1951, when Senate hearings were 
held before House passage of the bill, 
this excuse for delay is not sufficient to 
justify losing $600 million in revenue 
during the next year. In fact, the prece
dents in recent years would dictate that 
hearings be held. Certainly common
sense and fiscal responsibility likewise 
dictate that hearings should be held 
without delay. 

The Congress has appropriated, within 
the past few weeks, more than $3.6 bil
lion to strengthen our defense for the 
Berlin crisis. I frankly admit that the 
postal rates and this added expenditure 
for our survival are not identically re-

lated. But the postal rates and the 
postal deficit are as directly related as 
the Siamese twins. And this added $600 
million annual deficit, in this time of 
crisis requiring the buildup of our mili
tary strength, is a burden that is both 
unnecessary and unwise. 

I plead with the distinguished chair
man, the Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. JoHNSTON], that we no longer delay 
our consideration of this bill and thus 
further complicate the management of 
this Nation's fiscal affairs. If he does 
not wish to take the responsibility of 
calling the hearings, he should refer the 
bill to the postal subcommittee or at least 
give the full Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee a chance, at a regular meet
ing, to pass upon this important question 
by rollcall vote. 

For myself I find it difficult indeed to 
permit a continuing $600 million deficit 
in one department of Government while 
our military requirements are demanding 
greater sacrifice on the part of all of our 
people. 

The total cost of the increases in postal 
rates will amount to only a few cents 
a week to the average household, and 
yet the income from these raises will at 
least remove $600 million in postal defi
cits that should not be permitted through 
unnecessary delay on the part of the 
Senate or by its committees. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the dis
tinguished Senator from Pennsylvania, 
who is a cosponsor and coauthor of the 
bill. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, as a co
sponsor of the bill introduced by the 
Senator from Oklahoma, and as a mem
ber of the Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee, I join in urging that hearings 
be held promptly on the bill at this ses
sion before we go home. It is never a 
very gracious task for a Senator to take 
the lead in imposing what is in effect 
an additional tax bW'den upon many of 
our citizens. Yet having voted-and I 
think voted correctly-for many expend
itures this year, some of which were over 
and above the budget estimates, I could 
not in good conscience fail to cosponsor 
the bill and urge its speedy passage. 

I hope it will be possible to take a 
forward step in this regard in the im
mediate future. It is stated that custom 
prevents the holding of hearings until 
the House has acted. As the Senator has 
pointed out, there is ample precedent 
for the Senate to act first. Even if there 
were no such precedent, I would still 
W'ge hearings. Many Members of the 
Senate know my view that some of the 
customs and a few of the manners of 
this body might well be changed in these 
times. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I hope something 

can be done to increase postal rates this 
year. I know that it is not an easy sub
ject to deal with, because anything that 
seeks to increase the revenues of ·the 
country is always difficult for politicians 
to confront. However, the President in 
his speech to the Nation only a few 
weeks ago again asked that this legisla-

tion be passed. I hope that the distin
guished Senator from Oklahoma will be 
successful. I have every confidence that 
the fairmindedness of the distinguished 
chairman of the committee, the Senator 
from South Carolina, will bring into play 
the necessary factors to bring about en
actment of the legislation. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the Sen
ator very much. 

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill (S. 1983) to promote the for
eign policy, security, and general welfare 
of the United States by assisting peoples 
of the world in their efforts toward 
economic and social development and 
internal and external security, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, the 
great revolution which began with the 
end of the Dark Ages has had a con
tinuous evolution. Just as the serfs 
broke away from the barons and as sub
jects limited the autonomy of their 
kings, man has continued to struggle for 
freedom of motion, action, and thought. 
Although the concept of freedom may be 
broadened or refined, the concept will 
remain the goal-and the struggle will 
continue. 

Our freedom is now moving into an 
entirely new concept. We, as a people, 
are on the threshold of a new age in 
civilization-an age which spells the end 
of drudgery and of tedious manual labor. 
The new age will, in fact, bring the end 
of the working class as we know it. 

Today the struggle exists in the under
developed nations of the world-nations 
suffering from poverty and hunger, na
tions crying for assistance and leader
ship. In the past, America has not 
turned her back on those less fortunate 
than she-and she must not now. 

We have before us in the Senate this 
week a bill to continue and to improve 
our foreign-aid program. I intend to 
vote for this bill. 

Foreign aid is the practical application 
of the ideals and concepts upon which 
America was founded. It is our Nation's 
affirmation of those principles which 
have made our people great. 

I do not believe that we in America 
can turn our backs on the world and 
today deny those principles which we 
fought a revolution to win, and for 
which we have risen time and again to 
defend. 

What concepts are these? They are 
the same Judeo-Christian and demo
cratic concepts which have been the 
basis for our beliefs since our begin
ning-they are our beliefs in freedom, 
in humanitarianism, in democracy-it 
is our belief in the dignity and worth of 
man. 

How can we who stand on the brink 
of the newest and greatest era ever 
known to man deny the principles and 
beliefs which have been responsible for 
our coming so far? 

How can we turn our backs and refuse 
to feed the hungry who look to us for 
bread-to heal the sick who turn to us 
for care, refuse freedom to the nation 
who looks upon our revolution as a shin
ing example and goal? How can we who 
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cling so strenuously to individualism and 
to individual rights deny the dignity and 
worth of a man just because he comes 
from Asia, Africa, or Latin America? 

Our responsibility is twofold. If we 
deny these things we not only repudiate 
all of the things America represents, but 
we also leave the door open for Com
munist infiltration and ultimate suprem
acy in the world. 

Our foreign aid programs in the past 
have been successful in many areas. Oh, 
yes, we have made mistakes, but they 
were mistakes of judgment and not of 
principle. One of the greatest testi
monials to our successes in the past was 
Khrushchev's public statement in op
position to American foreign aid. He 
blames American foreign aid for keeping 
South Vietnam free from North Vietnam 
which is already under Communist con
trol. He claims that our foreign-aid pro
gram prevents the nations to which the 
aid is given from developing economic 
and trade relations with Communist 
countries. He claims that American 
foreign aid is aimed at gross U.S. inter
ference in the internal affairs of other 
countries. Can you imagine just how 
much the Russians must hope that the 
opponents of the American foreign-aid 
program are successful in scuttling our 
program? · 

The undeveloped and emerging na
tions of the world have suddenly become 
vastly important. They, who were so 
recently subject and ignored are burst
ing forth-eager for economic and politi
cal recognition. Their economic and po
litical strength and stability-their 
freedom to choose their own path and 
their own philosophy of government is 
our greatest hope for peace in the world. 
These nations, with their hungry and 
poverty-stricken masses, are at this time 
most vulnerable to Communist interven
tion and eventual Communist domina
tion. Therefore, we must give them a 
helping hand while they are learning to 
stand lest they stumble and fall to the 
Communists. 

Our foreign aid program then is an in
vestment in American freedom and in 
the peace of the world as well as an in
vestment in humanitarian concepts. 

I sincerely believe that the majority of 
my good friends in Indiana share my 
support of the foreign aid program. 
Hoosiers are a generous and patriotic 
people. We do not wish to live in a Com
munist dominated world. Hoosiers have 
come willingly to the defense of our 
freedom in every instance in which loyal 
Americans were called upon. Nearly 
1,000 Indiana men gave their lives for 
our freedom in World War I; 7,500 In
diana men gave their lives for our 
freedom in World War II; 900 Indiana 
men gave their lives for our freedom in 
the Korean conflict. Today, Indiana 
National Guard units are in the first 
group designated to be prepared to fight 
communism in the present world crisis. 

To say, as some have said, that most 
people in Indiana are opposed to foreign 
aid is to grossly underestimate the in
telligence and patriotism of people from 
Indiana. Certainly we are opposed to 
wasteful mistakes and failures in the 
program. I do not believe any good 

American could favor these things. We 
are also opposed to poor administration 
of the program. This is not so strange. 

We are aware of and we do believe in 
the vast amount of economic, political, 
and moral good which can come from a 
foreign aid program which is intelligently 
planned and capably administered. 

We know that to achieve success we 
must make certain sacrifices-but that 
we cannot afford not to make them. 

We believe in the ability of the Ameri
can people to respond to the world's cry 
for peace and to mobilize our great Amer
ican resources into a far-reaching and 
effective program. 

As Theodore Roosevelt said over 50 
years ago: 

Much has been given us, and much will 
rightly be expected from us. We have be
come a nation, forced by the fact of great
ness into relations with the other nations of 
the earth, and we must behave as beseems 
a people with such responsibilities. 

We, here in America, hold in our hands the 
hope of the world, the fate of the coming 
years; and shame and disgrace will be ours 
if in our eyes the light of high resolve is 
dimmed, if we trail in the dust the golden 
hopes of men. 

The hopes of men today are truly 
golden and the light of high resolve is 
burning brighter than ever in our eyes. 
We know that it is not enough to pray 
or wish for peace in the world, and it is 
not enough to love our fellow man only 
in the abstract. Decisions and actions 
must follow the prayers and the wishes 
and we must put our love into practice. 

The foreign aid program is the em
bodiment of our conviction that we are 
worthy to hold the hopes of the world in 
our hands and that we intend to trans
late our moral responsibility into action 
and leadership. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 11 
A.M. TOMORROW 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate adjourns tonight, it adjourn to 
meet at 11 tomorrow morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill (S. 1983) to promote the for
eign policy, security, and general welfare 
of the United States by assisting peoples 
of the world in their efforts toward eco
nomic and social development and in
ternal and external security, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the amend
ment which is now pending, by the Sen
ator from Indiana, be temporarily laid 
aside and that my amendment as modi
fied, identified as "8-10-61-B," be 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to state 
the amendment. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment not be read, 
but printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

On page 15, line 22, strike out "$100,-
000,000" and insert "$85,000,000". 

On page 20, after line 25, insert the fol
lowing: 

"SEC. 224. HOUSING PROJECTS IN LATIN 
AMERICAN COUNTRIES.-(a) It is the sense Of 
the Congress that in order to stimulate pri
vate homeownership and assist in the de
velopment of stable economies, the authority 
conferred by this title should be utillzed for 
the purpose of assisting in the development 
in the American Republics self-liquidating 
pilot housing projects designed to provide 
experience in rapidly developing countries 
by particlpating with such countries in 
guaranteeing private United States capital 
available for investment in Latin American 
countries for the purposes set forth herein. 

"(b) In order to carry out the purposes 
set forth in subsection (a), the President is 
authorized to issue guaranties assuring 
against the risks of loss specified in para
graph 22l(b) (2) of investments made by 
United States citizens, or corporations, 
partnerships, or other associations created 
under the law of the United States or of any 
State or territory and substantially bene
ficially owned by United States citizens, in 
pilot or demonstration private housing proj
ects in La tin America of types similar to 
those insured by the Federal Housing Ad
ministration and suitable for conditions in 
Latin America. The total face amount of 
guaranties issued under this section out
standing at any one time shall not exceed 
$15,000,000. 

" (c) The provisions of section 222 (a) , 
(b), (d), and (e) shall be applicable to guar
anties issued under this section in the same 
manner and to the same extent as they 
apply to guaranties issued under section 
221(b) (2) ." 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, the 
amendment would add a new section to 
title III of the pending bill relating to 
investment guarantees, earmarking $15 
million of the $100 million program set 
forth in section 221(b) (2) for specific 
Latin American self-liquidating pilot 
housing projects. 

The face amount of guarantees out
standing at any one time that would be 
provided for in this all risk guarantee 
section would be reduced from $100 mil
lion to $85 million so as to provide $15 
million for Latin American housing in 
the proposed amendment. 

The proposed new section 224 would 
express that it is the sense of the Con
gress to stimulate private home ownar
ship and assist in the development of 
stable economies in Latin America; that 
to accomplish this purpose the invest
ment guarantee program should be uti
lized to assist in the development in the 
American Republics self-liquidating 
pilothousing projects designed to pro
vide experience in rapidly developing 
countries by participating with such 
countries in guaranteeing private U.S. 
capital available for investment in such 
housing programs. 

Section (b) of the pending amend
ment would authorize the President to 
issue guarantees for this purpose in order 
to inaugurate a housing program simi
lar to the FHA program in this country. 
The total face amount of the guarantees 
issued shall not exceed $15 million out
standing at any one time. 

It is true that under section 221 (b) (2) 
the guarantees issued shall emphasize 
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economic development projects, further
ing social progress and the development 
of small independent business enter
prises. In the committee's report, it 
is pointed out that in approving this 
authority it is expected that it will be 
used to encourage the development of 
independent business enterprises, credit 
unions, cooperatives, low-cost housing 
projects, and other similar activities. 

I frankly feel that even though a 
project of the nature proposed by the 
pending amendment comes within the 
purview of the committee report's lan
guage that sufiicient emphasis is not 
placed on the real need of initiating a 
specific program of this type in Latin 
American countries. I fear that world
wide considerations will again place 
other projects on a priority basis to such 
a point that little, if anything, of the 
$100 million provided for will be left for 
a Latin American housing program. 

This is the real reason why I propose 
the pending amendment. It gives to 
Latin America the attention which it 
justly deserves at a time when it is 
needed most. In addition it provides for 
the encouragement of private investment 
to participate effectively in our foreign 
aid program. 

One other factor which I feel is of ex
treme importance, and which the pend
ing amendment is designed to accom
plish, is a stimulation of private home 
ownership and the encouragement of 
free enterprise in the American Re
publics. In this way our foreign aid will 
operate on a people-to-people basis. 

This, in my opinion, is a most effec
tive way to combat the Communist 
economic offensive which poses such a 
threat to not only Latin America but to 
the security and economic well-being 
of all the Americas. 

It will be recalled that last year Con
gress expressed the sense that the De
velopment Loan Fund should be utilized 
to guarantee private investments for 
pilot housing projects in Latin America. 
Despite this expression, no program was 
ever implemented by the Development 
Loan Fund, and no guarantees were 
made for housing projects. 

Second to providing food for the im
poverished people of the hemisphere, 
the most direct, the most beneficial, 
and surely the most-to-be-appreciated 
form of assistance lies in giving the 
people of Latin America an opportunity 
to improve their standard of living by 
making it possible for them to rid them
selves of inadequate housing and to own 
homes of their own. 

What better way, on a people-to-peo
ple basis, is there to combat the ill
fated and misleading promises of a 
Communist state? 

The present need for housing in Latin 
America staggers one's ability to con
template. 

According to statistical data obtained 
from the International Cooperation Ad
ministration and the Federal Housing 
Administration's International Housing 
O:tnce, present housing-needs are in the 
neighborhood of 19 million homes. 

Every year the deficit increases by an
other million. To be specific: 

Peru needs 800,000 now and must 
build 80,000 a year in the future to 
match population growth. 

Salvador needs 400,000 homes. Nica
ragua needs 230,000. Colombia needs 
500,000. Costa Rica needs 50,000 today 
and 3,000 per year hereafter. 

Venezuela must build 33,600 homes a 
year to keep up with the population. 

Chile needs 450,000 homes, which sit
uation is aggravated by the loss of 50,-
000 dwellings in the recent earthquake. 

Argentina needs more than 1 million 
homes to overcome its deficit, which is 
increasing at the rate of 70,000 units a 
year. 

Ecuador's present deficit is 572,000 
increasing by 12,000 units annually. 

Mexico's Housing Institute has a goal 
of 300,000 new homes a year, but is able 
to build only 20,000 to 30,000 annually 
at the present time. 

The countries enumerated comprise 
less than half of the 21 American Re
publics. To build the 19 million homes 
needed today, at an estimated cost 
of $2,000 per home would require an out
lay of $38 billion. This leaves out com
pletely the need for roads, schools, 
hospitals, industry and all other develop
ments necessary as Secretary Dillon said 
at Bogota "to lift these people into the 
20th century." 

How best can we achieve some meas
ure of reform and improvement in the 
state of housing in Latin America? Cer
tainly neither the public nor private sec
tor of our economy can reasonably be 
expected to fill the total need. The 
Latin American countries themselves 
must put their financial house in order 
by establishing an equitable tax struc
ture and speed needed land reforms. 
All of this is necessary to promote and 
bring about economic and political 
stability. 

For our part in such programs, I think 
we can do no better than to harness the 
forces of private capital to employ a tried 
and proven method, such as the FHA 
approach. 

The amendment is designed to ac
complish this objective. It would af
ford an opportunity for free enterprise 
in this country to join with the United 
States Government in helping the Latin 
Community of Nations toward solving 
their housing shortage. By guarantee
ing private housing investments, more
over, we would quadruple the amount of 
funds that would be available from a 
direct government loan. 

Congress has previously stated its in
tention that private enterprise should be 
introduced more effectively into our for
eign aid programs. 

President Kennedy, too, has called for 
the assistance of our private sector. So 
does the Act of Bogota. Secretary Dillon 
only recently made the same request in 
his address before the meeting now in 
progress in Uruguay. 

As has been stated many times before, 
it is not enough merely to export our 
capital to foreign lands. We must also 
export at every opportunity the benefits 
of free enterprise and its relat_ionship to 

achievement and the respect for the dig
nity of man. 

As I have previously pointed out, de
spite the sense of Congress, expressed 
last year, no private investment guar
anties were made for Latin American 
housing projects. Today I ask the Sen
ate to give this plan an opportunity to 
prove itself through a limited number of 
pilot projects. I ask Senators to con
sider this program as putting our free 
enterprise system to work in aiding our 
neighbors of this hemisphere. 

There are, to my knowledge, many 
substantial investors prepared to imple
ment such a program if adopted by the 
Congress. I know, for example, that a 
$10 million loan guarantee for such a 
project has been sought for more than a 
year by one of our insurance companies. 
The proposed recipient country is eager 
for such private capital rather than a 
direct Government loan which it has 
been offered. The country laid sewers, 
put in streets, and otherwise prepared 
the land for the homes that will be built 
if private capital can be made available 
for this purpose. 

A national labor union has also applied 
for a guarantee under this program. 
The union has committed $4 million of 
its trust funds to such a project. It pro
poses to send many of its Spanish-speak
ing members to the recipient country to 
work side by side with native workers, 
teach them the refinements of our home 
building industry, and establish, literally 
at the grassroots level, a people-to-peo
ple program. 

Another of our national labor unions 
has advised the Development Loan Fund 
informally that it is prepared to invest 
from its trust funds as much as $6 mil
lion a year for the next 10 years in these 
projects provided a guarantee program 
is initiated. 

The success of guarantee programs 
previously enacted by Congress has been 
unequaled in all of our legislative his
tory. I think the reason is clear. Un
der programs of guarantee our Govern
ment is, in fact, placing its stamp of 
approval and reposing its confidence in 
our free enterprise system. Under guar
antee programs, our Government induces 
the wealth of our Nation into construc
tive areas of endeavor without imposing 
restraints on the flow of capital or ex
tending unnecessarily the public eco
nomic sector. 

Take, for example, the FHA guaran
tee program. It has made it possible for 
millions of our families to own their own 
homes-families for whom private 
homeownership would have been impos
sible under conventional mortgage terms. 
While achieving this record, and charg
ing a guarantee fee of only one-half of 
1 percent, FHA has accumulated a re
serve in excess of a billion dollars. The 
FHA, furthermore, has been the catalyst 
around which our $20 billion home
building industry has grown. A similar 
program can do the same thing to the 
economies of the Latin nations. 

Our FHA program has been successful 
because the credit of our people is good. 
The record is clear that the cred1t of 
governments of other countries is good. 
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The International Cooperation Admin
istration, in its limited guarantee pro
gram, has accumulated a reserve of $6.5 
million and has never been required to 
default upon one of its guarantees. 

Cuba stands alone as the black stain 
upon the credit rating of Latin Amer
ican countries. But while the Commu
nist shadow has darkened the shores of 
our Western Hemisphere, we must not 
crucify all of South America on the cross 
of Castroism. Mr. Guevara's attacks 
upon the United States as Uruguay are 
only the most recent evidence of com
munism's efforts to feed upon problems 
it cannot solve. 

Today, throughout Latin America, the 
purchase of a home requires a 50-percent 
downpayment and amortization of the 
balance within 5 years. 

Similar to conditions . that prevailed 
in this country before the Federal Hous
ing Administration was established, there 
are millions of families in Latin Ameri
can countries who could afford a home 
of their own if it were available upon 
reasonable terms. 

Let us, I urge you, give this FHA-type 
program a trial in solving Latin Amer
ica's housing shortage. Let us enlist the 
forces of free enterprise in our efforts. 
In so doing, we will be directing our 
assistance more immediately to the 
needs of the people. 

We will be able to demonstrate to the 
impoverished people of this hemisphere 
that we share their personal goal of a 
better life; that the forces of a free 
economic system which transformed the 
United States from a land of wilderness 
to a Nation of strength and prosperity 
are still alive; and that these forces 
predicated on the principle of human 
dignity can lead another nation and 
another people, despite their p1·esent dif
ficulties, to the same plentiful goal. 

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of 
the pending amendment. 

Mr. President, I have discussed the 
amendment with the distinguished Sen
ator from Arkansas, chairman of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations; with 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], who has previ
ously been interested in the development 
of a private housing industry in Latin 
America; with the able senior Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. MoRsE]; the distin
guished senior Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HUMPHREY]; and other Senators 
who have expressed interest in this par
ticular field. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Florida yield? · 

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield. 
Mr. CAPEHART. I have no objection 

to the amendment; I recommend it. I 
think it is one of the good amendments 
to the bill. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the Sen
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
also have discussed the amendment with 
the distinguished Senator from Florida. 
I think its objective is proper. In the 
discussions of the program in the com
mittee, it was contemplated that a rea
sonable amount of money would be used 
in this field. It is my best estimate that 

the amount which the Senator has spec
ified is a very reasonable amount to 
allocate for this purpose. 

With respect to the discussion con
cerning striking out, on page 2, certain 
language beginning in line 16, after the 
period, through the period in line 20, has 
that been amended? 

Mr. SMATHERS. That has been 
amended. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is understood 
that that language has been deleted 
from the amendment as printed? 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is 
correct. That language has been 
deleted. · 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. With that under
standing, I have no objection to the 
amendment. · · 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. MILLER. What is the portion of 
the original amendment which has been 
deleted? 

Mr. SMATHERS. That was the lan
guage which stated: 

The rates of fees to be charged shall be 
reasonably comparable to the rates of premi
um charges for insurance of mortgages under 
title II of the National Housing Act, and 
in no case shall be more than two times 
the rates of such premium charges. 

That language was dropped because it 
was the feeling of those of us who have 
had some experience in the Latin Ameri
can area that it might be restrictive. It 
was felt it might actually interfere with 
the implementation of the program. 
Obviously, a housing .Program will be no 
good unless, finally, the interest rates, 
charges, and fees can be brought to a 
level which is comparable with the in
come of the people who are seeking hous
ing. As we all know, in Latin America, 
interest rates, compared with rates in 
the United States today, are exceedingly 
high. It is hoped that by this type of 
program and similar programs it will be 
possible to provide lower interest rates. 
Rather than to make the program com
pletely restrictive and limited, and thus 
possibly accomplish nothing, it was 
thought better to drop it, in the hope that 
the administrator of the program will do 
the best he can to accomplish the ob
jective. 

Mr. MILLER. What would be the 
standard? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Florida yield, so 
that I may add to his statement? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. In the other pro

gram for insurance, under the overall 
program of $100 million, it is contem
plated that the President will set the 
fees in this field on the same basis as 
in the others. This is really an experi
mental program. It will have to be stud
ied, after due consideration of all the 
traditions prevailing in a particular 
country. 

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Each country prob
ably would have a different rate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

RISING CONSERVATISM 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, an arti

cle entitled "Conservatism On the Rise? " 
written by Godfrey Sperling, Jr., was 
published in the Christian Science Mon
itor of August 8, 1961. Mr. Sperling 
raises a very nice question concerning 
whetner co:pservatism is on the rise. Re
gardless of the answer to the question, 
he states that many persons, including 
younger persons, are increasingly con
cerned about the amount of governmen
tal spending today. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
CONSERVATISM ON THE RISE?-AN INTIMATE 

MEsSAGE FROM THE MIDWEST 

(By Godfrey Sperling, Jr.) 
Recently while partaking of the warm 

hospitality of the Milwaukee Journal, there 
was the usual exchange of questions and 
information. The Journal's genial chief 
editorial writer, Paul Ringler, asked: "Do 
you find in your wanderings much validity 
for the claim that conservation is on the 
rise in this country?" 

I said that it was my impression that this 
was so. He asked for specifics. I cited re
cent Tower and Goldwater speeches where 
I had seen audiences more enthusiastic than 
usual. When businessmen hammer their 
dinner tables in response to a speaker's re
marks, this is something for an off-election 
year. In fact, when businessmen respond 
like that, it would be something for any 
year-including a presidential campaign 
period. 

Then I cited visits to several college cam
puses, where a number of youngsters had 
come up to me to discuss politics-and where 
the evidence of conservative leanings was 
strong. 

"But," came the question from another 
editor, "couldn't it be that the conserva
tives merely are more vocal than they were?" 
I had to admit this might be so. 

Later, on reflection, I remembered that I 
had left out some other specifics. I re
called that I had been in several student 
eating places where I had overheard con
servative talk (anxiety over excessive spend
ing, etc.) that would have to be considered 
spontaneous. And I had talked to several 
professors along the way who had volun
teered the information that conservatism 
was gaining ground on campus. These 
professors did not necessarily share their 
students' sentiment. 

Prodded by the editors' questions I de
cided to make a few more inquiries. What, 
for example, would the onetime Wisconsin 
Progressive leader, Philip La Follette, have 
to say about this? Said Mr. La Follette, who 
certainly couldn't be a~cused of wanting t o 
forward the conservative movement in 
America: 

"I have noted it among young people, 
apparently in the age graup of 21 to the 
late 30's. They are beginning to wonder 
who is going to pay for all this aid and 
assistance-not just abroad, but right here 
at home." He collltinued: 

"I'm not saying they are correct, but I have 
noted it: I get up to the university area a lot 
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(the University of W.ISconsin J.s fairly cJose 
to my law office)~ and I hear them talk. And 
I have childr-en, and I llear them talk. 

"I distrust the comments on this .subject 
from the normally conservative people or the 
normally progressive people. 'These younger 
people aren't necessarily conservatives. They 
are just concerned about who is going to sup
port the people at the upper end of the line 
and the people at the lower end of the line. 
They're asking, 'Who is going to pay the 
bill?' 

"In their view it is a nice dinner, but who 
is going to pick up the check? .. 

An interesting answer, this time from a. 
Republican, came from the son of Mr. Repub
lican, himself, Robert A. Taft, Jr.: 

"In my trips around the State and to col
leges I can't say "that I really have seen an 
upsurge of conservatism. But I think there 
is increased feeling everywhere and particu
larly among young people of both parties 
that inflation has to be checked. They feel 
that we must watch our 'Spending or we're 
heading for & bust. 

"Young Republicans at colleges are organ
izing and speaking up more than before. I 
think there was a "feeling among Republican 
students of being ashamed to state their 
views. This definitely is changing. Fo:r ex
ample, -at Antioch Colleg-e there is a Young 
Republican group that certainly ls willing to 
stand up and be counted. And Antioch has 
been a place that has been known for its 
UberaUsm." 

There were a lot of other answers. Eut 
-these seemed to be the must interesting, an 
expresston "from -a cmetime Progressive and 
"from a Republican in very good 'Standing
comments th-at, wben -analyzed, could w-en be 
saying about the same thing. 

Is conservatism on the move? This may 
be a moot point. But there does seem to be 
evidence of more concern with governmental 
spending, pa:rticularly among the young peo
ple of both parties. 

CONCERN OVER KENNEDY 
SPENDING 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Pl'esident, a recent 
issue of the Des Moines Register contains 
an article entitled "Burns Expresses 
Concern over Kennedy Spending ,:J' 
written by Richard Wllson. The article 
relates to the views and the concern 
expressed by Arthur F. Burns, one of 
the outstanding economists in the United 
States, over what is called the Kennedy 
.spending program. Mr. Burns states 
that additional spending in times such 
as these is not prudent. I believe read
ers of the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD WOuld 
be greatly benefited by Mr. Burns' views. 
I .ask unanimous .consent that the article 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 
BURNS EXPRESSES CONCERN OVER KENNE>Y 

'SPENDING 

(By Richard Wilson) 
WASHINGTON~ D.C.-The liveliest and most 

significant economic argument .since New 
Deal days is raging over President Kennedy's 
policies. The main antagonists are Walter 
W. Heller, chairman of the Kennedy council 
of economic advlsers, and Arthur F. Burns, 
chairman of the same council in the iir.st 
Eisenhower administration. 

The economists are learnedly berating each 
other on academic defi.nitions and a.nalyBes 
in long and complex public statements and 
writings about th.e gap, secular stagnation, 
etc. 

But what the issue gets down to--in lay
man's language-is whether the Kennedy 

administration is going olf the deep and 
econom1cal.ly with measures that will bdng 
on galloping ln:fla.tion, threaten authori
ta.tian economic controls~ further weaken the 
dollar, boost prices inordinately and over
stimulate the Nation like a patient loaded 
With cortisone. 

'fue la;test installm.ent is in the monthly 
survey of the Morgan Guaranty Trust Co.~ 
where Dr. Burns expresses mo:r-e strongly 
than before his fears of inflation. 

"HE'S NO MOSSBACK" 

Burns is not attacked as a New Dealer 
would attaek a conven.tional business econo
mist. He is no mossback or -economic 
tbrowback. He was critical of the swift 
turnaround from fantastically high deficit 
spending to balanced budget spending in the 
Eisenhower administration. 

And now lle is equally as critical of the 
economic shots in the arm of the Kennedy 
administration when the patient is rapidly 
recovering Without them. 

Dr. Heller's economic council blandly says 
that, on some very essential points, it actual
ly agrees with Burns. Both Heller and 
Burns agreeJ for example, that the economy 
ought to ~ow at a faster .rate. 

Disagreement comes on tbe big boosts in 
Federal Bpending which have been made 
progressively since the ne-w Presi~ent took 
office. At first it appeared 'SUCh increases 
would be moderate. Then they began to 
grow as the President went again and again 
before Congress with new proposals. 

MODERAH OR NOT? 

From the economic eouncil's point of 
view, these increases are stlll moderate, 
amounting, H~ller says,. to no more than 
$724 million in the 1962 fiscal year~ 

.But Burns thinks otherwise. Ee thinks 
the "brakes are off and tbe President and bis 
economic council have created. a climate 
for Congress to go ahead with programs that 
are outstandingly uneconomic, such as the 
recent favorable action <On Senator HUBERT 
H. BUMPBKET's (Democrat. of l\linnesota) 
Youth Conservation Corps. 

Burns argues in .his new statement that 
a sharp turnaround in Federal finances from 
a big surplus to a big d'eficit situation has 
already oceurred.. 

"It appears, ther.efore, that the bulk oi 
the new spending commitments by the Fed
eral Government will come to fruition not 
in a time of .recession, for which many of 
them were intended, but wllen recovery Is 
well advanced and the economy ls expand
ing ·of its own momentum-perhaps when 
it is already booming:• Burns wrote . 

FULL IMPACT m THE FDTURE 

"New or additional governmental pro
grams characteristically require only a mod
est expenditure at the start, then grow rap
idly as the organization of the new activity 
is worked out. 

"The full fiscal consequences of the new 
spending ventures lie, therefore. very much 
in the future. 

"But if governmental spending programs 
have a typical life history, so also has the 
business cycle. One of tbe normal fea
tures of business cycles ls that the general 
price level tends to me during expansion. 

"With the p:rlvate economy recovering, 
with Federal spending alr.eady rising swiftly, 
with expectation.s of lnfiation beginning to 
spread once again, I see .a greater likelihood 
of an upward Sj)Urt in tlle price level during 
the coming year or two tban does the coun
cil. 

~·rn view of the precarious condition of 
our international balance of payments, even 
a modest :renewal of inflation could now 
prove very troublesome. 

"If our export surplus :Should decline ap
preciably, while the Government continued 
a policy of steadily fi111ng calculated gaps 
in demand, insistent pressures may arise 

for factfinding boards to review planned 
increases of wages and _prices---which would 
of course be a step toward reshaping our 
economy along lines ·of authoritarian con
trol." 

Nor would Burns let human concern for 
the pligbt of the unemployed ov-erturn .a 
balance of the economy. 

He said: ".It ls precisely because the ways 
in which we fight recesslon have longer
run consequences that we must not permit 
even compassion for :the unemployed to 
lead us into actions which, While immedi
ately beneficial, may setiously injure the 
entire population a little later. 

SUBDUE IMPATIENCE 

"At a time such as this, when the pos
sibility of a devaluation of the dollar is wide
ly discussed in business and financial cir
cles, I do not think it is prudent to continue 
enlarging Federal spending programs. 

"Since defense outlays must go up, other 
programs should be cut. Since our economy 
is recovering and employment is again ris
ing, we can with good conscience subdue our 
impatience for economic improvement."' 

Burns has little faith in the '".severe tests" 
on spending programs whieh the Kennedy 
council speaks of confidently. 

RELIANCE ON BRAKES 

But the council assures him that it is "not 
in any sense proposing that the monetary 
a.nd fiscal brakes be removed from ou:r eco
nomic machine." 

It further assures Burns: "If the recovery 
:moves more :rapidly than we expect, these 
brakes can be applied to avert in11a.tionary 
hazards. But the very existence oi brakes 
permits the machine to go faster with 
safety4 In a yea,r of urgent needs and great 
opportunities there is little Teason to lose 
p:recious time, production and employment. 

Burns is not impressed. He says the time 
has a.l:ready come to call a. :halt. 

ALLIANCE FOR PROGRESS-VAGUE 
PROMISES AND EXHORTATIONS 
Mr. MILLER. Mr.P.reSident, the Wan 

Street JolU'nal of August 10 published a 
timely editorial entitled "Indecisive 
Dealer." The editorial states that the 
U.S. Government has some hard deci
sions to make concerning its foreign aid 
commitments. If, indeed, priority .should 
be given to Latin America, then we must 
cut back our program in other areas of 
the world. 

The editorial states that it appears 
that the administration, by calling at
tention to the importance of Latin Amer
ica, is trying to attach high priority to 
that .area, but, at the .same time, the 
attitude seems to be that the United 
States can assume huge foreign aid com
mitments all over the worldJ although 
such a program can only lead to dis
aster. 

1 ask unanimous conse:at that the edi
torial be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

INDECISIVE DEALER 

Until Treasury Secreta:ry Dillon spoke at 
the Inter-American Conference in Uruguay 
this week, the admlnistr:ation's aid plan for 
Latin America consisted mainly ol a slogan
" Alliance tor Progress"-and some vague 
promises and exhortations. 

NowJ although much remains .hazy, .some 
things about the alliance are becoming clear
e:r. The cost, for instance. Projected U.S. 
spending in Latin America would surpass our 



1961 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 16019 
Marshall plan aid to Europe, despite all the 
differences of time and circumstance. 

In the postwar period, the United States 
contributed some $12 billion to Europe's 
recovery. · Now, U.S. aid outlays for Latin 
America have already doubled from last year 
to $1 billion annually, and could go higher. 
During the next decade, Secretary Dillon 
foresees outside investment from all sources 
of at least $20 billion. He also promises 
U.S. loans at little or no interest-practically 
outright grants-for periods up to 50 years. 

All this, obviously, represents a truly mas
sive U.S. commitment-one, moreover, large
ly in advance of self-help measures within 
Latin America. 

Certainly, a case can be made for aiding 
Latin America so long as the United States 
is giving so much aid to the rest of the world. 
The simple facts of geography and our se
curity interests make it a key area for us, 
especially when the Communists are working 
hard there. There's also some truth in our 
neighbors' complaint of neglect; since 1945, 
less than 5 percent of the total U.S. foreign 
aid outlay of $90 billion has gone to the score 
of other countries of this hemisphere. 

But the case for approaching Latin America 
in a new spirit of priority depends on Wash
ington's willingness to face up to the corol
lary: A changed U.S. approach to the rest 
of the world. If Latin America's needs are 
deemed to be of cardinal importance, as our 
massive aid plans plainly imply, then other 
claims are not so important, and should be 
cut back to fit the new pattern of aid
receiving priority. 

Yet the administration doesn't appear to 
have established such an order of priority. 
On the contrary, the attitude seems to be 
that the United States can assume huge new 
burdens in this hemisphere, and go right on 
carrying a host of other nations besides. 
There's even talk of still another Marshall 
plan for Africa, as well as greatly increased 
aid to underdeveloped countries everywhere. 

The U.S. Government had better begin 
making some hard decisions. Otherwise, the 
setting of Secretary Dillon's remarks-a 
hastlly converted gambling casino-may turn 
out to be unpleasantly symbolic of the U.S. 
policy of trying to stake evet·ybody. 

VIEWS OF SOVIET LIFE 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the RECORD an article en
titled "Iowan Views Soviet Life," written 
by Helen Vanderburg, and published in 
the Christian Science Monitor of July 
31, 1961. 

Helen Vanderburg and her husband 
are the publishers of the Shell Rock 
News, in my State. The article centers 
around an interview Mrs. Vanderburg 
had with Soviet Deputy Premier Miko
yan. I believe the article will provide 
much interest, particularly at this time 
of the Berlin crisis and other problems 
connected with the Soviet Union. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
(From the Christian Science Monitor, July 31, 

1961] 
IowAN VIEWS SoVIET LIFE-DISTAFF Ror.E 

DEFINED AT KREMLIN 
(By Helen Vanderburg) 

Deputy Premier Anastas Ivonovich Miko
yan does not share the secrets of government 
with his wife, even though she is a fervent 
Communist and member of the party. We 
found this out last summer in an interview 
with this ranking leader of the U.S.S.R. It 
was just one of the glimpses he gave of his 
attitude toward the women of his family in 

a Kremlin interview at the time the study 
mission of the National Editorial Association 
of the United States was received there. 

When a question regarding the position of 
women in the Soviet Union was asked by a 
woman member of the study mission the 
Deputy Premier asked the questioner to rise. 
(The other questions had not prompted such 
a request.) Then he set forth the position 
of women in this country: "The women are 
given equal rights with men under the 
constitution of the U.S.S.R.," he said. "Of 
course, my wife takes a vital interest in all 
political matters and we discuss them. Se
cret matters, of course, I do not discuss with 
her. We are equal in the families. 

"She does take an interest in general eco
nomic problems. She is interested in con
sumer goods. She often criticizes me, say
ing, 'Why aren't some of our goods better 
than American goods?' I do not always con
vince her that we are entitled to certain 
rations and allowances." He concluded, 
"Our women have the privllege that women 
have in all countries-the ability to become a 
mother." 

The Deputy Premier pointed to the career 
of E. A. Furtseva, a deputy of the Supreme 
Soviet of the U.S.S.R., a member of the Pre
sidium of the Central Committee of the 
CPSU, and the secretary of the Central Com
mittee of the CPSU; and of E. S. Nasriddi
nova, president of the Presidium of the Su
preme Soviet of the Uzbek S.S.R., the first 
woman to hold such a post. He also men
tioned N. V. Popova, deputy to the Supreme 
Soviet, who heads the Union of Soviet So
cieties of Friendship with Foreign Coun
tries. 

We experienced a normal situation in the 
U.S.S.R. There were two Communist lead
ers with the interpreter, who supplied the 
answers to our previously prepared questions. 
The second leader, Dmitri Polyansky, Presi
dent of the Republic of Russia, mentioned 
that his wife was a specialist, biologist, and 
agronomist at an agricultural college, and he, 
too, must face her criticisms of inferior Soviet 
goods. 
CITIES STRIKING CONTRAST IN EAST-WEST VISITS 

Our visit in Iowa from the ebullient Pre
mier Khrushchev in the fields of tall golden 
Iowa corn, had been a far cry from this visit 
of ours to the Kremlin. The domed senate 
building in the Kremlin, :flying the national 
red :flag, seat of the government of the Soviet 
Socialist Republics, was our destination
the fountainhead of Communist action. The 
cornfields, the open air, and abundance was 
in striking contrast to this building within 
the citadel. This was the closing in of Com
munist walls. 

We entered the mustard-colored building 
and were hurried up three :flights of stairs. 
Windows to our right overlooked the cobble
stones below, but the doors on the left were 
unnumbered and not identified. We passed 
through double doors into a large audience 
room. The acoustical ceiling, wainscoting, 
and light walls on one end relieved the solid 
wood of the other walls and the windows on 
the right gave the room ample light. It 
was evident that this soundproof, air-condi
tioned room was a briefing and pressroom. 

The only picture in the stark, functional 
brown and light cream room was that of 
Lenin. Two microphones were in evidence. 
The local press group, guides, and photog
raphers had taken their places along the left 
wall, and we had been seated in swivel chairs 
before extendable glass-topped desks. 

At 2:06 p.m. the two officials entered and 
the interview opened. We rose and greeted 
the Deputy Premier and the questions began. 
The interview opened with the question: 
"Is it true as stated in a recent article by 
Bishop H. Johnson that the basic aims of 
communism and Christianity are the same?" 

Deputy Mikoyan replied, "Marxist Lenin
ists have discarded religion and elevated rea
son. We do not believe in God. We are 

atheists." The interpreter gave this special 
emphasis and repeated, "We do not believe 
in God. We respect the religious feelings of 
others. We are not the first to elevate rea
son and disavow God. The Lenin policy to 
take the best from all revolutions has been 
followed, this from the French Revolution, 
even things from your Revolution. 

"As one trained in the priesthood, I early 
saw the futility of the myth. The Christian 
faith preaches equality though it is ideal
istic. We approach the problem from a ma
terialistic view. We believe in equality from 
reason and not from the emotion of religion. 
In a religious discussion with the late John 
Foster Dulles, Secretary of State, who had 
maintained that religious people have higher 
morals, I insisted that we believed in 
brotherhood and were against usury and op
pression of the weak and I insisted that this 
is not so; that our morals are high." 

DEPUTY PREMIER SPEAKS OF HIS MOTHER, 
RELIGION 

Then Mikoyan quoted from his religious 
training and pointed to the successful ad
vance of communism in the oppressed areas 
of the world. He spoke of his mother and 
called her "a believer," even though she 
hadn't gone to church in 35 years. He told 
of a "big quarrel" with her in his youth. 
"She observed fasts and abstained from 
meat, so I told her religion was ruining her 
health. She wa.s offended and never dis
cussed religion with me again. 

"She was 92 when I returned from the 
United States last year. She said to me, 
'Son, I have been praying for you every day 
that you were away in that country, pray
ing that you would return safely.• I said 
to her, "Mother, do you still believe in God?' 
She replied, 'How can I help but believe in 
God?' 

"That is the way with some of our people, 
but our young people do not feel that way 
and we feel that they are growing up with 
a fine sense of Hlorals. What say you, Com
rade Polyansky?" 

"I know they are strong," was the reply. 
Sharp and steel would be two words we 
would use to describe the expression of the 
Deputy Premier when speaking of God, but 
a softness and questioning resignation 
crossed his face in speaking of his mother. 

It was now near 3 o'clock, but time for 
one last question: "Will your children fol
low the Marxist-Lenin line?" The reply 
was, "I am 65 years old." (We almost felt he 
said this wistfully, and that he regretted 
the years behind him.) "I consider our 
theory good. The rich do not exploit the 
poor. My youngest son is 13 years younger 
than Comrade Polyansky. I have grand
children who are 13 and 30 years younger 
than he is and 50 years younger than I, and 
I can vouch for them. My grandson is a 
Communist, though he has not studied Marx 
and Lenin. It is for you, the capitalistic 
countries, to worry about your children and 
grandchildren. I repeat what Comrade 
Khrushchev said: 'Your grandchildren will 
live under communism.'" 

As we thanked the Deputy Premier for the 
interview, he seemed cordial, and even 
friendly as he said, "There are many, many 
fine things about your country, and I should 
like to visit you again." 

We felt in him the desire of a man, no 
longer young, who had devoted a hard life 
to the ideals of materialistic communism, 
the driving fierce force of his life. 

FEDERAL AID TO EDUCATION 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, under 

date of August 9, 1961, the Cedar Rapids, 
Iowa, Gazette published an editorial en
titled "An Example in Point." In view 
of the current concern over Fedet·al aid 
to education, I ask unanimous consent 
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that the editorial be printed in the body 
of the RECORD. 

One of the big issues which existed 
during the debate on the Federal aid to 
educaUon bill was the question of Fed
eral control. The editorial draws a 
close, sharp analogy between Federal 
aid to education and F~deral welfare 
aid. I believe the analogy is proper and 
persuasive. 

There being no -objection~ the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the R~CORD, 
as follows: 

AN EXAMPLE IN POINT 

There are indications that, after the for
eign ~id bill is disposed of, President Ken
nedy will make a determined and possibly 
successful effort to sandbag his aid-to-edu
cation program thr<>ugh Congress this year. 
The effort probably would be pitch-ed mainly 
on the practical political level, for philo
sophical attitudes toward the legislation are 
already pretty well crystallized, and pros
pects of changing them substantially are not 
bright. 

If there is .any weakening of the feeling 
that Federal aid to schools would lead to 
Federal encroachment on local school con
trol, however, a close look at the Newburgh, 
N.Y. welfare squabble should tend. to coun
teract it. One o! the controversial aspects 
of that squabble is wllether .a decision by .a 
local .community to adopt its own welfare 
procedures might cut o1f Federal aid. On 
this point, Norman Lourie, president of the 
National Association o! Welfare, expressed 
his views pointedly in a statement whlch 
was reprinted on this page last Sunday. 

"If States and the Federal Government 
are to share the costs of welfare programs, 
local communities cannot at one moment ac
cept this sharing and in the next decide 
that local government can alone autocrati
cally prescribe the rules under which bene
fits are provided," said Mr. Lourie. •'All the 
citizens of the United States have an in
terest in seeing th.at humane, reasonable 
standards are maintained in Newburgh or 
any other locality of the United States. 
This concept of shared responsibility has 
been remarkably successful in the develop
ment of a positive, constructive framework 
for public welfare 1n this country. No single 
government unit by Its arbitrary action can 
be permitted to tear it down:• 

That's a logical enough attitude as applied 
to Federal welfare aid. It is equally logical 
as applied to Federal highway aid or any 
other kind of Federal aid-not exeeptlng 
Federal school aid. The people who put up 
the money are entitled to some say about 
the standards under which the money Is 
sp-ent. No Federal aJ.d program is justifiable 
on any other basis. If we don't want the 
Federal Government playing a part in the 
shaping of local school policies, we shouldn't 
take Federal money for their support. 

TRANSACTION OF ADDITIONAL 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 

By unanimous consent, the following 
additional routine business was trans
acted: 

ADDITIONAL REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following additional reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr • .JOBDAN, .from the Committee on 
Rules and Aoministration, without amend
ment: 

S. Re1!. 14:1. Res~lution to express the sense 
of the Senate on i;lme for holding national 
conventions :for nomina1Jons of President 
and Vice Presiden;; (Rept. No. 754}; 

S. Res. 189. Resolution increasing the limit 
of expenditures for llearlngs before the 
Committee on .Arm-ed Services (Rept. No. 
753); and 

H.R. 4659. An act to establish a National 
Anned Forces Mu.seum Advisory Board of 
the Smithsonian Institution, to authorize 
expansion of the Smithsonian Institution's 
facilities for portraying the contributions of 
the Armed Forces of the United States, and 
for other purposes (Rept. No. 752). 

By Mr. JORDAN, from tl1e Committee on 
Rules and Administration, with amend
ments: 

S.J. Res. 51. Joint resolution authoriz
ing the creation of a commission to con
sider and formulate plans for the construc
tion in the District of ,Columbia of an appro
priate permanent memorial to the memory 
of Woodrow Wilson (Rept. No. 751). 

By Mr. KERR, from the Committee on 
Public Works without amendment: 

S. 1563. A bill to authorize the convey
ance of certain lands within the Clark Hill 
ReBervoir, Savannah River, Ga.-S.C., to the 
Georgia-South Carolina Council, Inc., Boy 
Scouts of America, for recreation and camp
ing purposes (Rept. No. 757); 

S. 1742. A bill to authorize Federal as
sistance to Guam, American Samoa, and the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands in ma
jor disasters (Rept. No. 758): 

S. 2295. A bll1 to amend the act entitled 
"An act for the organization, improvement, 
and maJ.ntenance of the Natlanal Zoological 
Park", approved April 30, 1890 (Rept. No. 
759); and 

H.R. 4660. An act to authorize modifica
tion of the project Mississlppl River between 
Missourl.Riv.er and Minneapolis, Minn., dam
age to levee and drainage districts, with 
particular reference to th-e Kings Lake Drain
age District, Mo. (Rept. No. 760). 

PAUL C. JOHNSON, JR.-REPORT OF 
A COMMITTEE 

Mr. JORDAN, from the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, reported an 
original l'esolution <S. Res. 195) to pay 
a gratuity to Paul C. J'Ohnson, Jr., which 
was placed on the calandar, as follows: 

Besolved, That the Secretary of the Sen
ate hereby is authorized and directed to pay, 
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to 
Paul C. Johnson, Jr., son .of Paul 0. Johnson, 
an employee of the Senate at the time of his 
death, a sum equal to one year's compensa
tion at the rate he was receiving by law at 
the time of his death, said sum to be con
sidered inclusive of .funeral expenses and all 
other allowances. 

ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR OFFICIAL 
REPORTERS OF THE SENATE
REPORT OF A COMMITrEE (S. 
REPT.NO. 755) 
Mr. JORDAN. from the Committee on 

Rules and Administration, reported an 
original resolution (S. Res. 196) author
izing additional funds for the Official 
Reporter~ of the Senate, and submitted 
a report thereon, which resolution was 
placed on the calendar, as follows: 

Resolved~ That the Secretary of the Senate 
is hereafter authorized and directed to pay 
to the Offi:c1al Reporters of Debates of the 
Senate such sums as may be necessary for 
obtalning, by contract, assistance as required 
during each session of Congress, not to ex
ceed $10,000, such payments to be made from 
the contingent fund of the Senate. 

PAYMENT OF WITNESS FEES-RE
PORT OF A COMMITTEE (S. REPT. 
NO. 756) 
Mr. JORDAN, from the Committee on 

Rules and Adininistration, reported an 
original resolution <S. Res. 197) relat
ing to the payment of witness fees, and 
submitted a report thereon, which reso
lution was placed on the calendar, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That witnesses summoned to ap
pear before the Senate or any of its com
mittees shall b-e entitled to a witness fee 
rated at not to exceed $16 for eacb full day 
spent in traveling to and "from the place of 
examination and for each full day in at
tendance. A witness shall also be entitled 
to reimbursement of the actual and neces
sary transportation exp-enses incurred by 
him in traveling to and from the place of 
examination, in no ease to exceed 12 cents a 
mile for the distance actually traveled by 
him for the purpose of app-earing as .a wit
ness. 

- ADDITIONAL BILLS INTRODUCED 
The following additional bills were 

introduced, read the tlrst time, and, by 
unanimous consent, the second time, 
and referred, as indicated: 

By Mr. ANDERSON: 
S. 2429. A bill to revise the boundaries of 

the Virgin Islands National Park, St. John, 
Virgin Islands, and for other purposes; to 
tne Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. CAPEHART: 
S. 2430. A bill for the relief 'Of G-era.sim.os Y. 

'Mourikis; and. 
S. 2431. A bill for the relief of Stavros 

Tsipas and Panagiota Tsipa.s; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

RESOLUTIONS 
PAUL C. JOHNSON. JR. 

Mr. JORDAN, from the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, reported an 
original resolution <S. Res. 195) to pay 
a gratuity to Paul C. Johnson, Jr., which 
was placed on the calendar. 

<See the above resolution printed in 
full when reported by Mr. JOBDAN, which 
appears under the heading "Reports of 
a Committee".) 

ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR OFFICIAL 
REPORTERS OF THE SENATE 

Mr. JORDAN, from the Committee on 
Rules and Admlnistration, reported an 
original resolution <S. Res. 196) au
thorizing additional funds for the 
Ofticial Reporters of the Senate, whlch 
was placed on the calendar. 

<See the above resolution printed in 
full when reported by Mr. JoB.DAN, which 
appears under the heading ''Reports of 
Committees.") 

PAYMENT OF W,I'INESS FEES 

Mr. JORDAN, from tM Committee on 
Rules and Administration, reported an 
original resolution <S. Res. 19'B relating 
to the payment of witness fees. which 
was placed on the calendar. 

<See the above resolution 'Printed in 
full when reported by Mr. JoRDAN, which 
appears under the heading "Reports of 
Committees.") 
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ACT FOR INTERNATIONAL .DE

VELOPMENT OF 1961-AMEND
MENTS 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware submitted 

an amendment, intended to be proposed. 
by him, to the bill <S. 1983) to promote 
the foreign policy, security, and general 
welfare of the United States by assisting 
peoples of the world in their efforts to
ward economic and social development 
and internal and external security, and 
for other purposes, which was ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. COOPER (for himself and Mr. 
WILLIAMS of Delaware) submitted an 
amendment, intended to be proposed by 
them, jointly, to Senate bill 1983, supra, 
which was ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment and ask that 
it be printed, and that it also be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be received, printed, 
and lie on the table; and, without ob
jection. the amendment will be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The amendment is as follows: 
SEC. • AsSISTANCE TO NATIONS IN .ARREARS 

IN UNITED NATIONS PAYMENTS.-In order 
to encourage preservation of the financial 
solvency of the United Nations which is 
being threatened by the failure of some 
member nations to pay currently their as
sessments and/or contributions to the 
United Nations, assistance under the pro
visions of this Act (other than military as
istance, supporting assistance, and the Con
tingency Fund) shall not be furnished the 
government of any nation which is more 
than one year in arrears in its payments 
of said assessments and/or contributions 
unless the President determines that said 
government has given reasonable assurance 
of paying (independently of such assist
ance) all such arrearages and placing its 
payments of said contributions and assess
ments on a current basis. 

NOS. 47 AND 48 HOME RUNS BY 
ROGER MARIS 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, I wish to make an important 
announcement. 

Roger Maris, a North Dakotan, of 
whom we are all proud, hit two home 
runs today. We expect him to break the 
world's record by quite a few home runs. 

ADJOURNMENT TO 11 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, in 
accordance with the order previously 
entered, I move that the Senate adjourn 
until 11 o'clock tomon·ow morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 
7 o'clock p.m.) the Senate adjourned, un
der the order previously entered, until 
tomorrow, Thursday, August 17, 1961, at 
11 o'clock a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate. August 16, 1961: 
U .8. ATTORNEY 

Bernard T. Moynahan, Jr., of Kentucky, 
to be U.S. attorney for the eastern district 

of Kentucky for the term of 4 years, vice 
Jean L. Auxier. 

U.S. MAMHAL 
Joseph V. Conley, of Rhode Island, to be 

U.S. marshal for the district of Rhode Is
land for the term of 4 years, vice Edward 
L. McCarthy, deceased. 

U.S. ATTORNEY 
William E. Scent, of Kentucky, to be U.S. 

attorney for the western district of Kentucky 
for the term of 4 years, vice William B. Jones. 

WITHDRAWAL 
Executive nomination withdrawn from 

the Senate, August 16, 1961: 
NATIONAL CAPITAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

Charles R. Fenwick, of Virginia, to be a 
member of the Advisory Board of the Na
tional Capital Transportation Agency, which 
:was sent to the Senate on July 27, 1961. .... •• 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WEDNESDAY, AucusT 16, 1961 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 

God's promise, Hebrews 13: 5: I will 
never leave thee, nor forsake thee. 

0 Thou God of all grace, we earnestly 
beseech Thee to give counsel and com
panionship to our leaders and Members 
of Congress, that they may know how 
to contend with r.nd conquer the forces 
of evil which are seeking to impede the 
progress of freedom. 

May there be in us a deep-felt long
ing to strengther: the ties of brother
hood among the nations and an unfail
ing aspiration to lift all mankind into 
the blessedness of the more abundant 
life. 

Inspire us with the wonder and wealth 
of Thy glorious promises and may we 
never lose sight of the alluring splendor 
of that great day when men everywhere 
shall adore and worship Thee as Lord 
of all and be at p€ace with one another. 

Hear us in the name of Him who came 
to give us Thy peace. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of yes

terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. Mc

Gown, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed a bill of the fol
lowing title, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

8.1697. An act to approve the amendatory 
repayment contract negotiated with the 
Huntley Project Irrigation District, Montana, 
to authorize its execution, and for other pur
poses. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend
ments of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 
5954) entitled "An act making appro
priations for the Treasury and Post Of
fice Departments, and the Tax Court 

of the United States for the fiscal year 
ending June 3Q, 1962, and for other pur
poses." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon i.ts amendment to 
the bill (H.R. 7576) entitled "An act to 
authorize appropriations for the Atomic 
Energy Commission in accordance with 
section 261 of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, as amended, and for other pur
poses/' disagreed to by the House; agrees 
to the conference asked by the House on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. PASTORE, Mr. 
ANDERSON, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. HICKEN
LOOPER, and Mr. DWORSHAK to be the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

THE LATE HONORABLE HOWARD J. 
McMURRAY, FORMERLY A REPRE
SENTATIVE FROM THE STATE OF 
WISCONSIN 
Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, it is with 

deep sadness that I inform the House 
that a former member, Howard J. Mc
Murray, whose seat I now hold, died on 
Monday, August 14, in a hospital in Albu
querque, N. Mex. 

Howard McMurray lived a fruitful life, 
a life in which he was able to weave 
together his deep interest in both politics 
and education. 

He was born at Mount Hope, Kans., 
on March 3, 1901. After working for a 
life insurance firm, he was able to com
plete his education and obtain his BA. 
from the University of Wisconsin in 1936. 
After his graduation, he joined the fac
ulty as an instructor in political science 
while he continued his own studies. He 
obtained his doctorate in 1940. He was 
serving as an assistant professor when 
in 1942 he was elected to the House of 
Representatives from the Fifth District 
of WisconsiiL 

He left his seat in the House of Rep
resentatives in 1944 to wage an unsuc
cessful race for the Senate. In 1946, he 
followed this with a courageous cam
paign against the late Senator Joseph 
McCarthy. 

During his term in the House of Rep
resentatives, he was a strong supporter 
of our war effort against Hitler and an 
even stronger supporter of moves to se
cure the postwar peace. He had a deep 
interest in the Atlantic Union and other 
international organizations which could 
provide a way to settle international dis
putes without resorting to war. 

As the war drew to a close, he often 
spoke out for sanity in reconversion to 
a peacetime economy, and he worked 
hard toward that end. 

After his retirement from politics, he 
went to teach at the University of New 
Mexico. He was a professor of govern
ment there at the time of his death. 

I know, Mr. Speaker, that all Members 
of the House join with me in extending 
our deepest sympathy to the members 
of his family for this great loss, which 
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we all share. He is survived by his 
widow, Dr. Lucy Gale McMurray; a 
daughter, Susan, a brother Jonathan 
McMurray, of Stevens Point, Wis., who 
is an official of the Wisconsin Industrial 
Commission, another brother, Neil Mc
Murray, who is manager of the water
town office of the Wisconsin State Em
ployment Service, and another brother, 
J. B. McMurray, the publisher of the 
Racine, Wis., Journal Times and Sunday 
Bulletin. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that all Members may have 5 days in 
which to extend their remarks on the 
late Honorable Howard J. McMurray. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. CHIPERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 

make the point of order that a quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll and the fol

lowing Members failed tu answer to their 
names: 

Blitch 
Breeding 
Coad 
Derwinski 
Garland 
Gray 

[Roll No. 153] 
Hebert 
Holifield 
Kearns 
Mason 
May 
Miller, N.Y. 

Moulder 
O'Brien, N.Y. 
Powell 
Rabaut 
Santangelo 
Slack 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 416 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

MUTUAL SECURITY ACT OF 1961 
Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 8400) to pro
mote the foreign policy, security, and 
general welfare of the United States by 
assisting peoples of the world in their 
efforts toward economic and social de
velopment and internal and external 
security, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 8400, with 
Mr. MILLS in the Chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit

tee rose on yesterday, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MORGAN] had 38 
minutes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. CHIPERFIELD] had 48 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. CHIPERFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield such time as she may desire to 
the distinguish gentlewoman from New 
Jersey [Mrs. DwYER]. 

Mrs. DWYER. Mr. Chairman, it is 
generally agreed that the key issue in
volved in the pending foreign-aid legis
lation concerns the degree of control 
which the Congress should insist on re-

taining over the administration of this 
vital program. 

In an effort to help preserve both con
gressional control of the program and 
the long-range planning feature of de
velopment assistance, I sent a letter to 
the President yesterday noon in which 
I suggested that he state clearly and 
unequivocally his intention to honor a 
concurrent resolution should the Con
gress ever invoke this procedure as a 
means of limiting, revising, or terminat
ing proposed foreign-aid programs and 
projects. 

As our colleagues know, Mr. Chair
man, both section 616 in the bill re
ported by the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee and the so-called Dirksen 
amendment which was adopted by the 
Senate yesterday provide for the use 
of the concurrent resolution. For rea
sons I explained in my letter to the 
President, however, this is a highly un
settled area of constitutional law. 
There is grave doubt that the President 
could be bound constitutionally by such 
a concurrent resolution. But should he 
agree in advance to an understanding 
that this procedure was both proper 
and constitutionally valid, he could 
strengthen the effectiveness of this pro
vision and thereby reassure the Congress 
that its control over foreign-aid ex
penditures would be honored. 

The text of my letter to the President 
follows: 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

AUGUST 15, 1961. 

MY DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: A principal con
sideration for many Members of Congress in 
determining how we should vote on the ad
ministration's foreign aid bill involves the 
extent to which Congress should properly 
retain ultimate control of the program while 
granting the President the necessary au
thority to make long-range commitments. 

In this respect, the bill (H.R. 8400) as re
ported by the House Foreign Affairs Com
mittee contains in section 616 language pro
viding as follows: "Assistance under any 
provision of this Act may, unless sooner 
terminated by the President, be terminated 
by concurrent resolution. Funds made 
available under this Act shall remain avail
able for a period not to exceed twelve months 
from the date of termination of assistance 
under this Act for the necessary expenses of 
winding up programs related thereto." 

The purpose of this provision is, of course, 
'to assure the House that by a majority vote 
rather than by the two-thirds needed to 
override a Presidential veto, Congress would 
be empowered to terminate any or all of the 
foreign aid program should it be considered 
desirable to do so. While similar termina
tion provisions have been included in anum
ber of important· bills in recent years, in 
an attempt to limit or qualify the legislative 
grant of power to the Executive, this area 
of constitutional law seems to be still un
settled. The constitutional question is 
whether such a provision violates section 7 
of article I, under which a bill repealing or 
terminating an earlier statute is subject to 
the President's veto like any other bill, or 
whether the provision should be considered 
as a valid reservation or limitation by which 
the granted power would expire or terminate 
on the contingency of a concurrent resolu
tion. 

The first instance of a provision inserted 
in a Federal statute providing for its ter
mination by a concurrent resolution was 
the Lend-Lease Act of 1941, the experience 
of which raises questions of the greatest 

significance with respect to the possible ac
ceptance of such a provision in the foreign 
aid bill. The termination provision was not 
a part of the administration draft of the 
lend-lease bill. It was debated at length 
in the Senate where it was opposed by some 
administration spokesmen as unconstitu
tional and defended as a valid limitation by 
others. In his history of the lend-lease bill, 
the late Secretary of State Stettinius men
tions the provision as an amendment which 
administration forces in Congress accepted 
as not damaging to the essential principles 
of the bill and designed to meet criticism 
from the opposition that the bill gave too 
much power to the Executive. 

President Roosevelt, although he did not 
oppose the provision publicly and signed the 
bill, thereby indicating his acceptance of the 
congressional limitation, clearly had other 
ideas. In an article in 66 Harvard Law Re
view 1353-61 (June 1958), the late Supreme 
Court Justice Robert H. Jackson recounted 
how 6 days after signing the lend-lease bill, 
the President sent to Jackson, then his At
torney General, a memorandum stating his 
position that the concurrent resolution pro
vision was unconstitutional and explaining 
he signed the bill despite this fact because 
the emergency was so great. The President 
instructed his Attorney General to assure 
the privacy of the memorandum so that it 
would not embarrass him in the continuing 
controversy over his emergency powers. 

Subsequently, President Roosevelt ap
proved a series of war powers acts contain
ing, in substance, the provision which he 
had pronounced unconstitutional. As Jus
tice Jackson explained it, acceptance of the 
provision "eased the path to enactment of 
his wartime legislation." "But," he added 
with regard to the President's viewpoint, 
"from his earnestness in discussing this 
practice with me, I know he regarded it as 
a triumph of expedience over principle." 

The President's purpose in preparing the 
memorandum, Justice Jackson explained, 
was to provide a record of his constitutional 
opinion, in advance of any attempt to invoke 
the provision, which would help to excuse 
his approval of the legislation containing the 
disputed provision and counteract its effect. 

In view of the parallel situation which ex
ists today with regard to your request to 
the Congress for unprecedented powers in the 
administration of foreign aid and the dis
tribution of funds, I believe that a clear and 
unequivocal statement, by you, of your 
convictions regarding the constitutionality 
and propriety of a congressional limitation 
or reservation on the exercise of these powers 
(similar to section 616 of H.R. 8400), would 
be very much in order. 

It would seem to be a matter of funda
mental good faith that the Congress, in 
granting extensive powers to the President 
subject to a clear-cut reservation, could rely 
upon the President honoring the reserva
tion once he approves the legislation. In 
light of the experience with the Lend-Lease 
Act of 1941, however, and in view of the great 
importance of the pending legislation, I 
respectfully suggest that a clarification of 
this issue on your part would enable Mem
bers of Congress to vote with a more in
formed understanding of the consequences. 

Respectfully yours, 
FLORENCE P. DWYER, 

Member of Congress. 

Mr. CHIPERFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 10 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HoFF
MAN]. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, yesterday, when the very able 
and sincere gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. FoRD], a member of the Committee 
on Appropriations, was discussing this 
bill, he told us he had always supported 
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the policy in the past but that he could 
not go along as long as the bill contained 
that provision for back-door spending. I 
assume that a compromise will be offered 
to us in Drder to sweeten the bill and, 
speaking in common language, to buy a 
few votes for its support. That is all 
very well, but as far as I am concerned, 
the bill, in my judgment, is not good and 
I cannot go along with it no matter what 
amendments are adopted. Of course, 
those who are opposed to back-door 
spending can get off the hook if we put 
in the Gary amendment, or some other 
amendments but that does not seem to 
me to be the answer the people are 
entitled to have. 

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
FoRD] also condemned the waste and 
worse which has been inherent in our 
spending in connection with this pro
gram and, as proof of that waste, cited 
four reports of the Hardy subcommit
tee of the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

Since 1952, the gentleman from Mich
igan [Mr. MEADER], and since 1959 the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. GRIF
FIN] have served faithfully and consis
tently on that subcommittee and both 
have joined their chairman, the gentle
man from Virginia [Mr. HARDY], a life
time Democrat, in his critical conclu
sions and recommendations. 

The conclusions of the subcommittee 
show that, in the most charitable view, 
our money has been spent neither wisely 
nor economically. 

Those subcommittee reports were 
adopted by the full committee. 

As a matter of fact, there are eight 
reports by the Hardy subcommittee, all 
adopted by the full committee, and, as 
I read them again this morning, each and 
every one-and the conclusions cover 
many pages-have little, if anything, 
complimentary to say about the efficiency 
of our spending or the good which may 
grow out of it. Each and every one is 
bitterly critical of the inefficiency and 
waste.1 

1 (1) U.S. technical assistance in Latin 
America--14th intermediate report, Commit
tee on Government Operations, H. Rept. No. 
1985, 84th Cong., 2d sess., Mar. 29, 1956: 

"CONCLUSIONS 

"1. The technical assistance program in 
Latin America as a whole lacks clearly de
fined objectives, although many individual 
projects have been well conceived and satis
factorily carried out. 

"2. The technical assistance program has 
been hampered by failure on the part of the 
Department of State and the International 
Cooperation Administration to issue instruc
tions clearly defining areas of responsibility 
and authority assigned to Embassy and 
U.S. operations mission officials. In some 
countries this has been overcome by close 
liaison and cooperation initiated by field 
personnel, but in other countries organiza
tional problems and interagency disagree
ments have resulted both from the absence 
of specific instructions and the sometimes 
conflicting instructions issued from Wash
ington. 

"3. Planning of projects and programs has 
been deficient in that they have sometimes 
been started without adequate information 
concerning the extent of the problem, with
out determination of the availability of nec
essary technical personnel, and frequently 

Reference to those reports is found in 
the remarks of another member of the 
subcommittee [Mr. MEADER], made Au
gust 9, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, pages 
15280-15287. 

Then the gentleman from Virginia, 
another v.ery able man, a Democrat. by 
the way [Mr~ HARDY], who for long has 
served as chairman of the subcommit
tee of the House Committee on Gov
ernment Operations, told us he had held 
hearings and submitted reports, and he 
called attention to those reports, as did 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
FoRD]. Mr. HARDY has held many hear
ings, some abroad, since 1952. The gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. MEADER] has 
rendered very able service on that sub
committee. 

The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
HARDY] has always supported this pro-

without reasonable evidence of genuine host 
country interest. As a result, desired ob
jectives have not been achieved. 

"4. In spite of a basic requirement that 
only projects desired by the host countries 
-are to be undertaken, the subcommittee 
found projects being implemented where 
host-country approval had been obtained 
through selling methods rather than as a 
result of a bona fide interest on the part of 
the host government. Some of these in
stances appear to be engendered simply by 
the availability of technicians. There was 
also evidence that pressure for certain proj
ects was generated in Washington. Almost 
invariably such projects were financed with 
a maximum of U.S. funds and little, if any, 
host-country contribution. 

"5. Although the law intends and Inter
national Cooperation Administration instruc
tions require the phasing out of U.S. finan
cial participation in technical assistance 
projects, there is no evidence that provision 
for this is included when the programs are 
developed and the transfer of projects for 
continuation by host countries has not been 
accomplished to the extent desirable. 

"6. Some projects have continued beyond 
the point where they can properly be termed 
•technical assistance' and have assumed 
characteristics of economic ald. In a num
ber of these cases technical-assistance 
funds are being used to finance what would 
normally be routine day-to-day activities of 
the host governments. 

"7. The so-called illustrative method of 
presenting technical-assistance budget re
quests to the Congress is unwise. The need 
for fiexibility to meet unforeseen contin
gencies is not sufficient to justify the use of 
this method for technical-assistance budget
ing. The illustrative program fails to pro
vide adequate information for the exercise 
of congressional judgment. It circumvents 
the normal requirement for specific congres
sional approval in advance of the expendi
ture of funds. It enta-ils no commitment by 
the agency to expend any funds for the par
ticular program used as an illustration. It 
accentuates the tendency toward hasty al
location and ill-considered obligation of 
funds during the closing months of the 
fiscal year. 

"8. Actual host-country contributions to 
technical-assistance programs and projects 
cannot be detennined because presentations 
to Congress on this subject have been un
realistic and Inisleading. This has resulted 
from (a) the employment of differing ex
change rates in the same compilation which 
have the effect of maximizing host-country 
contributions and minimizing host-country 
economic capabilities; (b) the inclusion as 
host-country contributions of third-party 
funds which actually represent payments 
made by the beneficiaries for goods and 

gram, but his personal investigations 
over the years in other countries dis
closed that all that time and including 
this year there has been inexcusable 
waste and extravagance, and that not
withstanding the promises of those ad
ministering the program that waste con
tinues. That being so, the gentleman 
from Virginia, an ardent supporter of 
the Democratic Party and its candidate 
heretofore, is forced to vote against the 
bill, he so announced. What his feelings 
are this morning I do not know, but I 
assume they are the same. 

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a brief statement? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield. 
Mr. HARDY. The gentleman from 

Virginia feels just the same this morning 
as he felt yesterday. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That is 
exactly what I expected, having known 

services supplied; and (c) the listing of 
so-called in-kind contributions which are 
computed, in part, by placing arbitrary 
values upon intangibles." 

(2) "United States Aid Operations in 
Iran," first report, Committee on Govern
ment Operations, H. Rept. No. 10, E5th Cong., 
1st se~s., Jan. 28, 1957: 

"CONCLUSIONS 

"1. U.S. aid and technical-assistance pro
grams in Iran which, between 1951 and 1956, 
totaled a quarter billion dollars, were ad
ministered in a loose, slipshod, and unbusi
nesslike Inanner. 

"2. The so-called expanded technical-as
sistance program which began in January 
1952 and resulted in U.S. obligations of over 
$100 million in a 5-year period, was neither 
technical assistance nor economic -develop
ment, but an ad hoc method of keeping the 
Iranian economy afloat during the years of 
the oil dispute. 

"3. The expenditure of technical-assist
ance funds during these years was under
taken without regard to such basic require
ments of prudent management as adequate 
controls and procedures, with the inevitable 
consequences that it is now impossible-
with any accuracy-to tell what became of 
these funds. The resulting opportunities 
for waste and loss of funds were consider
able, but the extent to which loss and waste 
actually occurred cannot be determined since 
management practices and control proce
dures were so poor that records of the opera
tion, especially in the early years, are not 
reliable. 

"4. Amounts requested for U.S. aid to Iran 
seem to have been picked out of the air. 
There is no evidence that they were based 
on advance study of what the lranian econ
omy needed, the amount it could absorb, or 
programs which could be intelligently ad
ministered by the U.S. personnel available at 
the time to expend the funds. 

"5. The conduct of the U.S. operations 
mission's affairs appears to have been based 
on the assumption that as long as U.S. aid 
funds were spent promptly it was not a mat
ter of great consequence as to what they 
were spent for. Members of the mission who 
openly objected to the uncontrolled nature 
of the operation were either disciplined or 
labeled as incompetent. To those familiar 
with the involved and time-consuming proc
esses for financing public works in the United 
States, in whole or in part with Federal 
funds, the cavalier, free-wheeling casual 
fashion in which huge sums of U.S. funds 
were committed in Iran must necessarily be 
shocking. 

"6. The participation of Iran in sharing 
the expense of the program appears to have 
been little more than nominal, and it is clear 
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the gentleman for some 20 or 25 years. 
I did not expect anything else but I am 
delighted to hear him repeat it for the 
benefit of his colleagues. 

How can we vote for a program which 
those who have supported it-and I am 
referring to the gentleman from Virginia 
and others who think as he thinks, and 
those who have knowledge, personal 
knowledge cannot take it? 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I will 
yield for a question but not for a speech. 
You can take your speeches to the Re
publican National Convention and po
litical meetings. Let them listen. I 
want no part of a program which has 
always called for a surrender of a part 
of our national independence-a waste 
of our dollars. 

that, from the Iranian standpoint, the pro
gram's virtue was that it supplied a source 
of foreign exchange. It was not U.S. know
how but U.S. dollars which was Iran's chief 
gain. 

"7. Under the expanded operations begun 
in 1952, about $10 million in direct aid was 
furnished for a series of industrial, or capital 
improvement projects. Under statutory cri
teria the eligibil1ty of the projects is ques
tionable. U.S. officials sought to justify 
these expenditures on the grounds that the 
various plants involved were not only badly 
needed for the economy of the country but 
would supply excellent demonstrations of the 
feasibil1ty of such undertakings. However, 
the more important of these enterprises still 
are not fully operating after 4 years, due to 
poor planning and faulty engineering. Thus 
their value in terms of economic develop
ment has been almost nil, and as demonstra
tions they appear chiefly to be monuments 
to a fumbling aid program. 

"8. ·A major effort on the part of the U.S. 
mission in 1953 to promote the construction 
of a multi-million-dollar dam on the Karadj 
River has resulted in virtually nothing but 
the relocation, at a cost to the U.S. Govern
ment of nearly $3 million, of a road around 
the proposed site; while not only has there 
been no construction started on the dam, the 
Iranian Government has not even concluded 
a firm contract for its financing. 

"9. Among the programs undertaken was 
one of supplying nearly $5 million over a 
4-year period to support Iranian students 
who were completing their college training 
abroad. Involved in the program was a $2 
million subsidy, through a special exchange 
rate for dollars, to the well-to-do sponsors 
and parents of these students. The nature 
and scope of the program were not revealed 
to the Congress, and the Comptroller Gen
eral has ruled that the expenditure of tech
nical assistance funds for this purpose was 
unauthorized. 

"10. On top of annual grants of about $20 
million for technical assistance, the United 
States began, in 1953, to supply supposedly 
temporary budgetary assistance to the Iran
ian Government at a rate of $5 million a 
month. In spite of the alleged temporary 
nature of this increased aid, the United 
States has continued to make budget aid 
grants and loans at about this same rate 
for 3 years. 

"11. United States control over what Iran 
did with this budget aid was practically non
existent and the subcommittee notes that 
Iranian budget deficits increased rather than 
decreased during this period. 

"12. United States aid, alleged to be 
granted on the basis of austerity levels of 
Iran~an Government expenditures, was uti
lized to pay for many extraordinary items, 
like the payroll of the National Iranian Oil 

Mr. JUDD. But the gentleman asked 
the gentleman from Virginia whether he 
would support the bill if the financing 
is changed. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. No I 
did not. But you mean if back-door 
spending is cut out? I do not know. 
I am sure some will use almost anything 
to get off the hook. But I know the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. HARDY], 
is not looking for an excuse. I was 
thinking that if the administration, or 
whoever administers this plan, I do not 
care whether it is Republican or Demo
crat, it is the State Department, and 
these nice fine sincere Christians who 
are going to convert everybody that sup
port it over the years will vote for almost 
anything called "foreign aid." 

Mr. JUDD. I just wanted--
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Now, I 

cannot yield any more to the gentleman. 

Co. The fact that these items had not pre
viously been considered appropriate charges 
against the Government budget casts doubt 
upon the propriety of treating them as 
budget items to be supported with the 
United States aid dollars. 

"13. Whatever Iranian efforts may have 
been made to solve their own difficulties 
through appropriate reforms in Government 
spending and tax collection, their successes 
in this regard do not appear to have been 
noteworthy during the period when U.S. 
aid was financing Iranian budget deficits. 

"14. Iran's oil revenues are, and have been 
for some time, adequate to finance both the 
Government's operating budget and their 
ambitious development plan. Thus, their 
chronic budget deficits appear to be an out
growth of financial management methods 
rather than lack of resources. 

"15. A factor in continued U.S. aid appears 
to be an a version on the part of Iran to 
receive help in the form of U.S. loans, even 
though such loans are feasible and Iran is 
in a good position to repay them. 

"16. Each year's allotment to Iran has been 
justified as a temporary measure for a given 
set of reasons which have changed each year 
while the level of aid has remained about 
the same throughout. Presentations to the 
authorizing and appropriating committees 
of the Congress have been vague and mis
leading. This may be due, in part, to the 
paucity of factual information available to 
those testifying before the committees of 
Congress. It may also be due to awareness 
that a clearer picture would have led Con
gress to reduce the program by eliminating 
items of expenditure which could not be 
reasonably justified. 

"17. Program presentations to the Con
gress have consistently failed to point out 
that Iran was and is an essentially solvent 
country. 

"18. The use of the so-called illustrative 
method of presenting budget requests to the 
Congress is a major factor in the almost 
complete loss of control by the Congress 
over spending in this type of program. 
Under this system the Congress is given a 
description of a hypothetical program which 
might be carried out if requested funds are 
furnished. However, when funds are granted 
by the Congress, there is no commitment by 
the executive branch to expend them for any 
of the activities used as hypothetical illus
trations. 

"19. Congressional control over expendi
tures in this type of program is further de
feated ·by the fact that information supplied 
Congress on how funds granted on the il
tust.rative basis were actually. spent consist
ently omits the elementary facts needed for 
an .intelligent postaudit." 

He can take his argument to the Republi
can Party gatherings. I want no part of 
it. His policy cost us so many conserva
tive votes that the opposition was able 
to count us out of the Presidency. 

Mr. JUDD. The gentleman asked the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. HARDY], 
about the finances. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. No, I 
did not. And the stenographer's mmutes 
will show I did not. The gentleman has 
twice made that statement. There is no 
foundation for it. The gentleman ·from 
Minnesota [Mr. JuDD], may be so intent 
with his own thinking that he does not 
get what is here said. I admit that the 
gentleman from Minnesota is intellec
tual, very intelligent, well able to _use 
words, but he spent the formative years 
of his life in China as a doctor and mis
sionary and, figuratively speaking, he 
cannot see anything but a Chinese queue. 

(3) "Review of the Budget Formulation 
and Presentation Practices of the Interna
tional Cooperation Administration," fifth re
port, Committee on Government Operations, 
H. Rept. No. 449, 85th Cong., 1st sess., May 
15, 1957: 

''CONCLUSIONS 

"1. The 'illustrative' method of budget 
presentation does not bind ICA to carry out 
any of the activities proposed to the Con
gress. In fact, it permits the agency com
plete discretion in the use of funds, free 
of the restraints, checks, and balances gen
erally imposed upon the executive branch. 
It does not provide the Congress with a 
full understanding of what the agency is do
ing, what it has done, and what it intends 
to do. 

"2. The agency possesses almost unlimited 
flexibility in the transfer of funds. This 
arises from a combination of the broad au
thority conferred upon the agency ·by the 
basic mutual security legislation, and the 
absence of specific details (an outgrowth of 
the 'illustrative' budget) in the annual ap
propriation acts. Unless this executive flexi
bility is curbed, improvement in the me
chanics of the budget presentation alone 
would not assure the Congress that the pro
grams and projects listed therein would be 
carried out. 

"3. Many of the deficiencies discussed in 
this report have previously, and repeatedly, 
been brought to the attention of ICA and 
its predecessors. Although there has been 
some administrative improvement, the most 
significant deficiencies remain uncorrected. 

"4. The deficiencies in the budget pres
entation are traceable in part to inadequa
cies in the planning process. The validity 
of the overall budget request is questionable, 
because of the deficiencies of its prime com
ponents-the individual country programs
as summarized in conclusions 5 through 10 
below. 

"5. Country programs are developed within 
ICA and subsequently presented to the Con
gress without any firm assurance as to the 
willingness and ability of the recipient coun
tries to pursue the programs, or the share 
of the total cost of the program which will 
be contributed by the recipient countries. 
After creating this problem, the agency 
offers it as a justification for lags in carry
ing out proposed activities after the appro
priation of funds. 

"6. No clear and complete explanation can 
be found in the budget presentation, nor 
anywhere in the records of ICA, of the con
siderations that entered into the determi
nation of the levels of aid proposed for par
ticular countries. There is no pr-acticable 
way to reconstruct this information. 

"7. Congress is not informed of the ex:tent 
to which the field-submitted country pro-
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That is a rather harsh statement; those 
are but my personal views. 

Permit a repetition. The chairman of 
that subcommittee, our colleague, the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. HARDY], 
a Democrat, who has long been an enemy 
of waste and extravagance, has super
vised an admirable job of -exposing the 
folly of spending our money on this pro
gram, has given facts which show in
excusable waste, extravagance and inef
:ficiency. Nevertheless, apparently hop-

. ing for improvement, he has, until his 

. announc.ement of yesterday, supported 
it. 

Over the years, unfortunately, no ef
fective improvement has been made. 
Sometimes the individual responsible for 
the waste or worse, has been transferred 
to a different country where additional 
Federal funds were expended under his 

grams form the basis of the programs con
tained in the budget presentation. In the 
exercise of its review authority, ICA in Wash
ington increases or decreases the country 
levels of aid recommended by individual 
mission directors, but the reasons for such 
changes are not systematically recorded; 
frequently they are not recorded at all and 
there is no practicable way to reconstruct 
them. 

"8. Substantial dollar gaps exist between 
the amounts 'illustratively' proposed for 
individual country programs and the 
amounts a.ctually expended within the 
fiscal year for which appropriated; e.g., the 
total variance exceeded 30 percent for fiscal 
year 1956. This recurring situation raises 
a considerable question as to the validity 
of the levels of aid proposed. 

"9. The budget presentation does not in
clude individual country data on 'stockpiled' 
funds or on the 'pipeline' of unshipped, com
modities. The Congress is not informed in 
the budget documents how long these funds 
have been available, nor the extent to which 
they have been carried over from one year's 
appropriation to another. 

"10. IOA follows a practice of reserving, 
for 'contingencies,' funds which have been 
justified to the Congress as needed for pro-

. gram use. This has the effect of deterring 
the orderly and expeditious use of funds 
and retarding advance program planning. 
If funds are available for reservation, the 
country programs submitt ed must have con
tained items which are either unimportant 
or not urgent. 

"11. lOA consistently asks for and receives 
more money than it has ever been able to 
use in the year for which requested. This 
practice has invited the hasty, last-minute 
obligation of unused funds, which precludes 
their return to the Treasury. 

"12. Funds allocated to ICA from the pro
ceeds of sales of surplus agricultural com
modities under Public Law 480 have the · 
effect of supplementing the lOA budget. In 
fiscal year 1957, when the nonmilitary 
mutual-security budget ran to about $1.5 
billion, this supplement amounted to an 
additional half billion dollars. Neither the 
1957 budget presentation nor testimony be
fore this committee makes clear to what ex
tent, if any, ICA coi;J.siders the availability of 
these funds in compiling its budget request. 
The omission of this information makes it 
difficult for the Congress to determine the 
amount by which the cost of the foreign-aid 
program actually exceeds the ICA budget. 

"13. With respect to foreign-aid projects, 
the budget presentation lacks information 
on such significant items as the total esti
mated cost, length of time required for com
pletion, recipient country contributions · ex
pected and received, and reasons for any 
delays in execution. 

direction-a situation which, to say the 
least, is discouraging to all. 

This leads · to the conclusion that no 
one opposed to this program, its waste 
and extravagance, should support it be
cause reform is now promised. 

Now back to the issue before us. 
W E ARE ASKED TO CONTINUE A COSTLY, FUTILE 

POLICY 

The issue today is whether we shall 
authorize the additional expenditure of 
approximately $4,355 million and over a 
4-year period $8,800 million in back-door 
spending to implement our foreign aid 
policy. In what is here said let it be 
understood that neither the sincerity nor 
the patriotism of anyone voting for this 
legislation is questioned, that other state
ments made are but the expression of 
an opinion. 

"14. Other elements in the budget pres
entation are lacking in clarity, such as the 
inclusion of substantial sums as 'other 
costs,' the failure in certain compilations 
to distinguish between project and non
project aid, and the failure to reconcile and 
coordinate the several exhibits provided for 
each country program so that they shall be 
clear and consistent." 

(4) "Use of Defense Support Funds for 
Economic and Political Purposes," 21st re
port, Committee on Government Operations, 
H. Rept. No . 1374, 85th Cong., 2d sess., Feb. 
22, 1958: 

"CONCLUSIONS 

"1. The definition of 'defense support,' the 
largest single element in the mutual security 
program other than 'military assistance,' is 
interpreted so broadly by the executive 
branch that it is virtually impossible to de
termine whether or not an expenditure 
made under it is in accordance with legis
lative intent. 

"2. Executive branch witnesses, in last 
year's appearances before the authorizing 
and appropriations committees, consistently 
gave the impression that substantial defense 
support funds were to be expended in direct 
support of host country military budgets, 
when actually only a small portion of the 
funds were so employed . 

"3. The Congress was led by the executive 
branch to believe that adding the word 
'specifically' to the statutory definition 
would have a limiting effect upon the pur
poses for which 'defense support' funds 
could be expended. However, there has been 
no real change in the manner (kind, form or 
content of aid) in which defense support 
funds are used. 

"4. Alth01.1gh a pretense is made that the 
amount of aid funds programed for each 
country is determined by 'expert' economic 
judgment, the subcommittee has found no 
evidence that this is the case. The annual 
congressional presentation books for the mu
tual security budget contain no explanation, 
nor has any foreign aid administrator ever 
been willing or able to explain to this sub
committee how and why any particular level 
of aid has 'been determined. 

"5. Under the existing legislation, where a 
category known as 'special assistance' is spe
cifically provided for political contingences 
and emergencies, the subcommittee questions 
the propriety of pursuing political objectives 
with 'defense support' funds, intended for a 
military purpose. 

"6. The mutual security budget presenta
tion volumes described defense support as 
having the overall objective of securing 'some 
specific contribution by the (host) coun"'ry 
to the common defense,' but not 'fostering of 
economic growth greater than that needed, 
if any, to obtain the military objectives.' 
Nevertheless, there are a number of major 

THE FACTS 

Since we adopted our present foreign 
policy, the Congress has authorized the 
expenditure, and this includes military 
construction abroad, of $106 billion. In 
answer to my inquiry in February of 1955, 
was officially advised that we ·had ap
proximately 950 military installations 
employing five or more people outside of 
the continental limits of the United 
States, of which, as I was later advised, 
250 were major military installations, 
which were installations having major 

. t1•oop·units, and· some were subsequently 
surrendered to a presumably friendly 
nation, though ultimately we may find 
all utilized by an enemy. Our reason for 
giving up those bases was that they 
could not be successfully defended. 

For direct foreign aid, aside from mili
tary construction, we have authorized 

construction projects which contribute sub
stantially nothing to the military effort, or 
the current economy. Unless thebe were 
politically inspired, they can be regarded as 
having only the primary objective of long
range economic development, which aleo ap
pears to be an improper use of 'defense sup
port' funds. 

"7. In the absence of planning and clear 
purpose behind this long-range economic de
velopment, such as the objective of eventu
ally terminating 'defense support,' this type 
of spending may also be characterized as 
haphazard and not indicative of good judg
ment. 

"8. To the extent that economic develop
ment is disguised as 'defense support,' a term 
which implies a military purpose, the Con
gress and the public are being misled. 

"9. To the extent that economic develop
ment is disguised as 'defense support,' we 
play into the hands of Communist propa
gandists who delight in stressing the military 
aspects of our mutual security program. 
Where American foreign-aid funds are spent 
for nonmilitary purposes, it is to our advan
tage to let that fact be known." 

(5) "Foreign Aid Construction Projects," 
29th report, Committee on Government Op
erations, H. Rept. No. 2012, 85th Cong., 2d 
sess. , June 26, 1958: 

"FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

"The administration of major construction 
projects in the foreign aid program, by the 
International Cooperation Administration, 
has been inadequate, indifferent, and incom
petent. 

"Deficiencies include-
" I. Inadequate advance planning. 
"2. Defective standards and procedures for 

the award and administration of contracts. 
"3. Indifference to . 'conflicts of interest.' 
"4. Incompetent supervision of the pro

curement of construction equipment. 
"5. Poor coordination between field mis

sions and Washington and among divisions 
in Washington having responsibility with re
spect to construction projects. 

"6. Excessive reliance on 'political urgency' 
to excuse deviations from sound procedures. 

"As a consequence, achievement of the ob
jectives of the foreign aid program has been 
impeded, the cost to U.S. taxpayers has been 
increased, and the dignity and prestige of 
the U.S. Government abroad have suffered. 

"1. Inadequate advance planning: 
"(a) A complete lack of sound planning, 

coupled with inefficient and inept procedures, 
has characterized the foreign aid projects 
carried out under construction contracts. 

"(b) The cost of major projects commonly 
exceeds original estimates to such an extent 
as to render such estimates of doubtful 
value. 
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the expenditure of some $86 billion and 
this included from July 1, 1945-, to June 1, 
1960, grants of $81,016,450,000 and 
through March 1961 have appropriated 
$97,714 million. 

To date we have had around $8,800 
million so-called back-door spending. 

All of the $106 billion either has been 
or ultimately will be a tax upon our own 
people, the payment of which either has 
or will add to their workload, curtail 
their freedom to use their own earnings 
as they desire. 
WHAT HAVE WE BROUGHT FOR OTHER PEOPLE? 

Then comes_ the very natural question 
of "What have we gained either for other 
people or for ourselves by the imposition 
of this burden upon our own people?'' 

The advocates of foreign aid have 
often given their reasons for their con
victions. One is that "We are our 
brother's keeper." Another: "We should 
aid the oppressed." Granted, but should 

" (c) The inaccuracy of original estimates 
generally stems from a lack of sufficient 
planning and forethought. 

" (d) Lack of planning, generally explained 
by ICA as intended to speed projects, fre
quently results in extensive delays and ex
tended completion dates, thus defeating the 
original purpose. 

"(e) Engineering and construction con
tracts, in the case of capital pro1ects, are fre
quently let concurrently, or so close together 
that there is no opportunity for engineering 
appraisal of design, scope, and costs to pre
cede evaluation of the construction bids. 

"2. Defective standards and procedures for 
the award and administration of contracts: 

" (a) ICA has let nearly a billion dollars 
in contracts without clearly formulated 
standards for their award and administra
tion. 

"(b) The almost exclusive use of the 
CPFF (cost-plus-a-fixed-fee) method of 
contracting by ICA is a. departure from the 
normal Government procurement practice 
of soliciting lump-sum bids in construction 
contracts. 

"(c) The excessive use of the CPFF con
tract appears in large part attributable to 
the absence of preliminary plans and esti
mates sufficient to provide a basis for lump
sum bids by construction contractors. 

"(d) Prese.nt 'third-party• contract pro
cedures, under which ICA operates as an 
'agent' of the host country, are cumber
some and frequently result in costly delays. 

" (e) The present methods by which ICA 
determines which contractors will be 'in
vited' to submit pr0posals or bids are ran
dom and haphazal'd in the extreme, lacking 
in essential fairness and equity. 

" (f) The bases for awarding ICA contracts 
are lacking in clarity and standardization. 
Different offices in the agency employ differ
ent, and variable criteria. 

••(g) Contract documents are insufficiently 
standardized, particularly as they relate to 
benefits for personnel of the contractors. 

"(h) ICA mission engineers exercise only 
a periphera-l role. There is virtually no 
supervision by ICA of either the engineering 
or construction contractors. The natural 
community of interest between these con
tractors is ignored, which opens the door 
to possible collusion. 

"3. Indifference to 'conflicts of interest': 
"(a) ICA Manual Order 460.3 , designed to 

prevent conflicts of interest which might 
arise out of employment of ICA personnel 
by firms doing business with ICA, has been 
interpreted and applied by that agency in 
a manner which renders it ineffective as a 
safeguard o! the Government's interest in 
the integrity of its employees. 

we do this to the extent of jeopardizing 
our own welfare, our national security? 
Bring about a situation where we will be 
unable to help anyone? 

Assuming that colonialism has been to 
some degree harmful and oppressive to 
the native population, have our efforts 
to give independence to oppressed na
tions, many of whose citizens were not 
ready for it, improved their overall op
portunities, their condition, or, has it in 
many instances given them more cruel, 
oppressive native rulers? 

FOR OURSELVES 

So much for the free people in a free 
world. What has our authorized expen
diture of more than $106 billion bought 
for us in the way of national security or 
individual freedom? A comparison of 
our situation today with that which con
fronted us when the Marshall plan was 
adopted will show that now we are no 

"(b) Except to provide information re
quested by this subcommittee, ICA has made 
no investigation of the following situations: 

" ( 1) The former USOM/ Thailand Chief of 
Public Works and the highway engineer act
ed with questionable propriety in discussing 
their prospective employment with the 
engineering contracto.r for the Thailand 
Northeast Highway while still engaged in 
supervising for ICA that contractor's per
!ormance. 

" (2) The president and the project man
ager of the engineering firm for the Thailand 
Northeast Highway acted improperly in dis
cussing future employment by their firm 
with USOM/ Thailand personnel engaged in 
supervising the performance of their con
tract. 

"(3) The engineering firm for the Thai
land Northeast Highway knowingly accepted 
from USOM/ Thailand personnel numerous 
official documents they had no right to re
ceive. USOM/ Thailand personnel acted im
properly in delivering these documents and 
in passing on to the engineering firm official 
ICA information and inside tips. 

. " (c) The USOM director in Thailand, in 
official correspondence with ICA/W, raised 
a question as to whether the employment 
of the former ICA public works officer in 
Laos by an engineering firm seeking to do 
business with ICA constitutes a possible 
'conflict of interest' case. ICA made no in
vestigation of this matter until prompted to 
do so by the subcommittee. 

"(d) A member of the Office of Industrial 
Resources of ICA/ W, which passes on the 
relative merits of engineers and other po
tential contractors, submitted a resume of 
his experience to the principal officer o! an 
engineering firm seeking to do busin.ess with 
ICA in the expectation that this would help 
him to obtain non-Government employment. 

"4. Incompetent supervision of the pro
curement of construction equipment: 

" (a) ICA permitted the construction con
tractor on the Cambodian road to purchase 
about $1 million of used equipment from 
himself. Approval of this unusual proce
dure was based on the contractor's assertions 
that similar new equipment was not avail
able. As ICA could have determined by 
prudent checking, this was not the case. 

"(b) Having approved such a procedure, 
with its considerable possibilities for deal
ings disadvantageous to the Government, 
ICA failed to exercise even normal prudence 
in policing the transaction, when in fact, 
commonsense called for extraordinary vigi
lance. As a result, the following matters 
occurred, all contrary to the Government's 
interest: 

" ( 1) The engineering firm for the Cam
bodian highway project conducted a most 

more secure nationally than we were 
then; that today we have no additicmal 
friends who are willing and able to assist 
us in maintaining our national inde
pendence. In fact, as the daily press 
reveals, we are continuously confronted 
with additional threats, demands for 
more and ever larger payments to delay 
or prevent aggressive action against us. 

If that statement is doubted, just re
member there is no member of the United 
Nations or of any other inte1·national 
organization who wishes us, as a con
tributing member of money or through 
military assistance, to do other than as
sist in fighting its battle on the world 
front, and it is extremely doubtful tl any 
member of the United Nations or other 
international organization is willing to go 
all-out in supporting us, should we be 
threatened, if in the remotest degree 

cursory and superficial 'inspection' of the 
used equipment. Its report to ICA-that the 
equipment was in good condition-relied 
upon the construction contractor's (seller's) 
oral representations. In fact, within a few 
months of arrival in Cambodia, 14· of the 40 
pieces of used equipment were in the shops 
for complete rebuild. 

"(2) The construction contractor fol' the 
Cambodian highway project sold his used 
equipment to ICA at a price. substantially 
higher than that at which he had been 
offering it-unsuccessfully--on the world 
m arket for 6 months previously. 

" ( 3) The construction contractor for the 
Cambodian highway project ignored ICA re
quirements to report commissions on the 
sale of his used equipment. Moreover, the 
persons to whom these commissions were 
paid had rendered no service to the Gov
ernment. 

•• ( 4) Immediately prior to the sale of his 
used equipment, the construction contrac
tor for the Cambodian highway transferred · 
it through wholly owned corporate struc
tures, including a newly formed: Liberian 
corporation. As a result of this, neither he 
nor his corporations have paid any Federal 
or State income taxes on a profit whieh ap
pears from his books to have approximated 
$500,000. 

"5. Poor coordination between field mis
sions and Washington, and among divisions 
in Washington having responsibility with 
respect to· construction projects: 

"(a) Offices within ICA/W, sharing re
sponsibility for major construction projects, 
are seldom fully cognizant of one another 's 
actions. 

"(b) Field missions are not fully and 
promptly apprised of ICA/W actions. and 
vice versa. As a result, conflicting policy 
lines may be pursued for considerable 
periods. Field missions have also had abun
dant occasion to complain of slowness in 
arriving at decisions by ICA/W. 

" (c) Delay in reaching decisions seems 
closely related to the diffusion of responsi
bility which exists within ICA/ W, typified 
by the extensive reliance upon 'committees' 
for decisions. 

"(d) As a result of diffusion of responsi
bility: 

" ( 1) It is seldom possible to attribute an 
error to any particular person(s). 

"(2) Records are scattered throughout nu
merous offices. 

"(a) Coordination of effort is frequently 
lacking since it is no one's particular re
sponsibility. 

"6. Excessive reliance on •political urgency• 
to excuse deviations. from sound procedures: 

"(a) The alleged: justification for initiat
ing projects without adequate p:riol' planning 
is almost always 'polltfcal urgency.• 
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such a stand will impair its welfare, 
either economip or military. 

Obviously that statement will be 
denied and the ever-ready answer of the 
advocates of foreign aid is: "What might 
have happened had we not adopted our 
present foreign policy?" Logically we 
might assert: A raincoat should be worn, 
an umbrella carried every day to prevent 
getting wet in some sudden squail. My 
answer is that our first concern is to 
insist upon the continuous development 
of our own economic security, our own 
national defense weapons. 

If Germany under Hitler, completely 
surrounded by enemies, could, from Sep
tember 1939 to May 1945, stand off the 
whole world, cannot we, if of equal cour
age, endurance, and ingenuity, in our 
more advantageous position, successfully 
defend ourselves when we know that our 

"(b) The alleged justification for almost 
any deviation from sound procedure is 'po
litical urgency,' as this subcommittee and 
the General Accounting Office have learned 
on numerous occasions. 

"(c) The ICA Deputy Director for Techni
cal Services and his deputy exceeded their 
authority and acted with impropriety when 
they invaded the province of the Depart
ment of State and invited the Director of 
USOM/Thailand to develop a 'political' basis 
for justifying the award of a contract to an 
engineering firm of the mission director's 
choice, whose proposal had been eliminated 
in the normal contractual process on the 
bases of high fees and overall costs." 

(6) "U.S. Aid Operations in Laos," seventh 
report, Committee on Government Opera
tions, H. Rept. No. 546, 86th Cong., 1st sess., 
June 15, 1959: 

''CONCLUSIONS 

"1. Giving Laos more foreign aid than its 
economy could absorb hindered rather than 
helped the accomplishment of the objectives 
of the mutual security program. 

"2. Excessive cash grants forced money 
into the Lao economy at a fa-ster rate than 
it possibly could be absorbed, causing: 

"(a) An excessive Lao Government foreign 
exchange reserve, reaching a.t one point $40 
million, equal to a year's aid. 

"(b) lnft.ation, doubling the cost of living 
from 1953 to 1958. 

"(c) Profiteering through import licenses 
and false invoices, which made possible the 
purchase of U.S. cash grant dollars for 35 
kip. Those dollars could be resold in the 
free market for as much a-s 110 kip. 

"3. Much of the overspending is the direct 
result of a determination to maintain a 
25,000-man Lao Army. 

"Determination of 'force objectives' (the 
level or the number of troops needed for the 
security contemplated by the mutual se
curity program) has always been considered 
a military decision for the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff and the Depa.rtment of Defense. 

"In Laos, however, the decision to support 
a 25,000-man army with U.S. aid funds was 
made by the Department of State, despite 
contrary recommendations by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. This was a political decision 
in a military field. There is no evidence 
that it wa-s essential to support a 25,000-man 
army. In fact, significant military opinion 
has suggested a force of 12,000 to 15,000. 

"4. A ba-sic difficulty-undermining the 
success of the aid program in many ways and 
giving rise to the evils of speculation, profit
eering and corruption-wa-s the artificial, 
unrealistic 'offtcial' rate of exchange of 35 kip 
to the dollar, whereas the free market rate 
soared as high a-s 110 to e1. It took the De
partment of State and ICA 4 years to over
come this difftculty. 

principal enemy will have behind it and 
throughout its controlled territory a dis
satisfied, rebellious people who will use 
any war in which Russia may be engaged 
to establish their own independence? So 
much for what we tried to buy and 
failed. 

That brings me back-perhaps where 
I should not be-to the Constitution. 
Who today cares anything about the 
Constitution? True, for many, many 
years it has been our guide to prosperity, 
national security, and individual free
dom. But today we throw it into the 
wastebasket. Shall I add, along with the 
Ten Commandments? They are all old, 
therefore in the eyes of the New Fron
tier they are no good. Do you see the 
point? Let us make everything over 
again. 

"5. The concentration of the benefits of the 
aid program to the area around Vientiane 
and other centers of population, and the en
richment of, and speculation by, Lao mer
chants and public officials which attended 
the aid program, tended to lend credence to 
the Communist allegation that the Royal Lao 
Government was 'corrupt', and 'lndiffe1·ent' 
to the needs of the people. 

"6. Neither the first Director of the U.S. 
operations mission (USOM), Carter dePaul, 
nor his successor, Carl B. Robbins, showed 
any clear awareness of the problems that con
fronted the program or any expertness in 
meeting them. The first evaluation group 
that lOA/Washington sent into Laos (the 
Sessions group) made a report of which the 
main thrust was that the Director should be 
replaced, but this did not occur for 14 
months, and then only by transfer tanta
mount to promotion. Robbins has stated 
that his mission was to 'clean up the mess', 
but there is little indication that he did so. 

"7. Edward T. McNamara, public works 
and industry offtcer, accepted bribes totaling 
at lea-st $13,000 from Willis H. Bird and 
Gerald A. Peabody of the Universal Construc
tion Co., in return for helping them secure 
lucrative contracts and overlooking deficien
cies in their performance. 

"8. William E. Kirby, area transportation 
adviser, aided by dePaul's circumvention of 
ICA regulations, was instrumental in secur
ing the award of a contract, for the supply 
of ferry barges, to the Hong Kong Trans
portation Co. Shortly thereafter, he was 
employed by its afftliate, Pacific Islands Ship
building Co. While the contract was being 
negotiated he was the recipient of $500 from 
the Hong Kong Transportation Co., which 
has not been satisfactorily explained. 

"9. Brig. Gen. Lacey V. Murrow, U.S. Army 
(retired), head of the engineering firm of 
Transportation Consultants, Inc., was under 
retainer to Vinnell Co. at the same time that 
he was employed by ICA in Laos as an en
gineering consultant for the purpose of as
sisting in the selection of construction proj
ects. During this period Vinnell Co. was 
seeking to obtain contracts with ICA in 
Laos. 

"10. (a) General Murrow discussed frankly 
this employment and retainer situation with 
the subcommittee. However, A. S. Vinnell, 
president, and Frank S. McNamara, vice 
president, of Vinnell Co., misinformed the 
subcommittee under oath concerning their 
relationship with Murrow. 

"(b) After an allegation that a conflict of 
interest situation existed in the Vinnell
Murrow relationship ICA's Office of Person
nel Security and Integrity contacted Vinnell 
Co. by long-distance telephone in Cali
fornia, and also made a single, perfunctory, 
fruitless inquiry in Bangkok. They received 
from Vinnell a denial that any contract re
lationship with Murrow existed for the pe-

THE CONSTITUTION AND OUR SWORN DUTY 

The first 15 words of the Constitution 
expressly state the legislative power is 
vested in the Congress. The first clause 
of section 7 of article I states that: "All 
Bills for raising Revenue shall originate 
in the House of Representatives; but the 
Senate may propose or concur with 
Amendments as on other Bills." 

Nowhere in the Constitution, so far as 
I have been able to learn, is there any 
authority in either the executive or the 
judicial departments to levy taxes or 
to spend tax dollars except as author
ized by the Congress. 

On the opening day of every session 
of Congress, every Member, regardless 
of his party affiliation or his individual 
belief, with upheld hand, solemnly 

riod in question. Accurate information con
cerning the relationship might have been 
secured from Murrow's office, located only a 
block or two away from ICA headquarters 
in Washington. 

"11. Norman McKay, an employee of 
Transportation Consultants, Inc., acting as 
consultant to the USOM, was instrumental 
in securing the award to Universal Construc
tion Co. of a contract to construct a ferry 
ramp in Laos. Shortly thereafter, he went 
to work for Universal as project manager. 

"12(a). Carter dePaul, former USOM di
rector, sold his 1947 Cadillac upon his de
parture from Laos to Gerald A. Peabody, 
head of Universal, at an inflated price. Un
controverted evidence indicates the ·vehicle 
was at that time inoperable, and that shortly 
thereafter it was cut up and the pieces 
dropped down an abandoned well. In the 
interim, it had stood rusting in front of 
Universal's main offtce, where it was the sub
ject of scornful amusement by Laotians and 
Americans alike. 

"(b) In order to convert the proceeds of 
his sale to Peabody (the sales price was in 
kip), he presented false information to the 
Embassy as to the original cost of the car 
to him; of $2,000 claimed, it is doubtful that 
more than $1,250 can be supported. 

" (c) Asked to explain the false informa
tion he had submitted in his offtcial claim, 
he presented misleading and conflicting testi
mony to the subcommittee under oath. 

"13. lOA/Washington was the recipient of 
continuing information from reliable 
sources-including GAO, end-use Auditor 
Haynes Miller, Contract Management Expert 
Howell, ICA Auditor Edward Burns, a team 
from ICA's Offtce of Evaluation, and the 
sessions group-concerning the major prob
lems plaguing the Lao program, alleged im
proprieties, and suitable corrective measures. 
No significant remedial action was taken. 

"14. In the light of all the evidence avail
able, the conclusion is inescapable that 
Haynes Miller was 'railroaded' out of Laos 
because he was close to discovering the truth 
about Universal, its bribes, its virtual mo
nopoly of U.S. aid construction projects in 
Laos, and its woefully inadequate perform
ance. The prime mover in ousting Miller 
was USOM Director Carl Robbins, acting on 
the basis of his confidence in Edward T . 
McNamara and the USOM Controller, Harry 
Harting. Ambassador Parsons abetted this 
removal and lent it the color of his name 
and office. 

"15. In the light of all the evidence avail
able, including documentation of the Lao 
Government's request for the continuation 
of the contract, the conclusion is inescapable 
that the Howell group was eased out of Laos 
because they were insisting that the U.S. 
aid program be subjected to proper controls. 
Under proper controls, improper activities 
would have become much more difficult. 

{ 
I , & .. IW'~~ 
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pledges that with God's help he will sup
port and defend the Constitution, will 
well and faithfully discharge the duties 
of the office against all enemies, foreign 
and domestic. We make that pledge 
freely without any mental reservation 
oT purpose of evasion. At least so we 
say. 

Under this bill we expressly and de
liberately delegate to the executive 
branch the power to expend tax dollars, 
in my humble judgment and without re
flection on any Member, a shirking of 
our duty, a violation of our pledge. 

In recent years from time to time, bit 
by bit, lit.tle by little, we have surren
dered congressional power not only to 
the executive department but to the 
judiciary. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

"16. As an instance of the lack of execu
tive abillty and informed alertness of USOM 
Director Carl Robbins, special note should 
be taken that, when asked to name a deputy, 
he made two nominations~ Edward T. Mc
Namara and William E. Kirby. 

"17. A costly aid project for training, 
equipping, and advising the national police 
force of Laos, so as to provide internal 
security and simple law and order, has been 
operating for more than 3 years. Although 
ICA sought to convince the subcommittee 
otherwise, there is no evidence to contradict 
numerous official reports from Laos that the 
project's objective is not near attainment. 
It is fortunate that by nature the Lao seem 
to be a peaceable people, not inclined to 
criminal behavior. 

"18. lOA/Washington took more than 18 
months to negotiate a final signed contract 
f .ar highway engineering services (with 
Vinnell). There was a period of 4 months 
of total inaction by ICA's Area Operations 
Division. As a result: 

"(a) Control of the road program passed 
from lOA/Washington to USOM/Laos. 

"(b) Officials of the USOM assisted and 
encouraged the development by th.e Univer
sal Construction Co. of a virtual monopoly 
of U.S.-financed construction projects in 
Laos. 

.. (c) Universal through the bribery of Mc
Namara and the failure of other USOM/Laos 
oftlcials to perform properly, was abfe to se
cure payments totaling over $1.6 million for 
performance that was inadequate and did 
little to enhance the economy of Laos or the 
prestige of the United States. 

"19. USOM Director Carter dePaul vio
lated ICA contract regulations in severalim
por.tant respects, parti.cularly in relation to 
the Universal contracts. His actions in
cluded-

... (a) Writing two contracts for a single job 
in order to evade the rule that a USOM Di
rector cannot write a contract for more than 
$25,000 wi.thout ICA/Washington approval. 

.. (b) Writing contracts with inadequate 
specifications; one contract included a pro
vision that the contractor (Universal) was 
not required to complete any work under the 
contract. 

"(c) On at least one occasion completely 
reversing the usual order of procedure:c the 
work was started first; th~ contract came 
next; later (with the contract already 
signed) invitations to bid were issued; and 
finally lOA/Washington authorization 
(which should have preceded an other steps) 
was obtained. 

"20. lOA/Washington and, in particular, 
its om.ce of Personnel Security and Integrity, 
have failed to investigate promptly and dil
Igently charges of improprieties brought to 
their attention, even charges made by ICA's 
own personnel. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield 
to my very, very helpful friend from 
Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman. 
Is the gentleman saying that Congress 
is no longer interested in the Constitu
tion of this country? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Does 
the gentleman mean whether we have re
tained any of our constitutional powers? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Oh, yes. 

Listen to this, my dear friend, we are all 
anxious to be reelected, and one way is to 
get a handout from the Federal Govern
ment into our districts, and that it has 
been said can sometimes be done by 
going along with the administration. I 
know the gentleman does not know 
about that, he is too recently from the 
sticks, he is too innocent, he is too hon-

"21. Lao Army pay raises in 1955 and 
1959 have added $3.8 million annually to the 
cost of the U.S. aid program in Laos. The 
1955 raise has already cost the U.S. taxpayer 
$10 million to date. Justifications, if any 
eXist for these raises, are not clear. In both 
cases, approval by the Department of State 
was given after the fact and then largely to 
avoid embarrassment because of unauthor
ized commitments made at the Mission level. 

"22. ICA ofticials have sought to excuse 
deficiencies and maladministration in the 
ard program in Laos, after they have been 
demonstrated, with the assertion that our 
aid program, however poody administered, 
has· saved Laos from going Communist. 
This assertion is purely speculative, and can 
be neither proved nor disproved. The sub
committee rejects the reasoning of ICA of
ficials, and, on the evidence, believes that a 
lesser sum of money more efficiently admin
istered would have been far more effective 
in achieving economic and political stability 
in Laos, and in increasing its capacity to 
reject Communist military aggression or 
political subversion. 

(7) "Operations of the Development Loan 
Fund," 14th Rept., Committee on Govern
ment Operations, H. Rept. No. 1526, 86th 
Cong., 2d sess., Apr. 19, 1960: 

"FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

"1. Executive branch representations have 
been made to the Congress. to the effect 
that-(a) No advance annual allocations of 
DLF funds are made; (b) no commitments 
of DLF funds are made prior to approval by 
DLF of specific projects; and (c) DLF funds 
are not used to meet 'short term• or 'emer
gency' political needs. 

"2. These inaccurate representations, even 
if inadvertently inaccurate, have had the 
effect of veiling the manner in which DLF 
funds have actually been used . 

"3. Dominance of the DLF by the Depart
ment of State has interfered with the inde
pendent action, in evaluating and accepting 
loan proposals, which this new agency was 
expected to exercise. 

"4. In many cases, DLF has not followed 
the congressional intent that order be 
brought into our efforts to assist the eco
nomic development of less-developed na
tions, and has failed to bring to that phase 
of the U.S. foreign aid program the 'busi
nesslike' approach which it was designed to 
foster. 

"5. DLF was established as a separate 
agency in order to emphasize the distinction 
between its purposes and those of other 
portions of the mutual security program con
cerned primarily with the promotion of for
eign policy or foreign trade. The distinc
tiveness of the DLF· has been lost through 
recent policy changes, and true independence 
for the DLF is not pos&ible while the Under 

est to have discovered that, and I regret 
very much to advise him. I would not 
do it ordinarily, but I know he will not 
take advantage of it. His conscience 
would not permit--if he had such a 
thought-and I know he has not. 

Yes, we have retained one constitu
tional power. As was said,. the Consti
tution's words vesting all the legislative 
powers in us. And we have retained the 
power to tax but not to spend. Which 
shows how silly we can be. 

OUR DUTY TO OUR PEOPLE 

The truth of the statement that
This above all: To thine own self be true, 
And it must follow, as the night the day, 
Thou canst not then be false to any roan-

Is as true today as when it was given 
currency some 360 years ago~ Belittled, 
criticized, vilified as we sometimes are by 

Secretary of State chairs the DLF Board. 
Maintaining DLF as a separate agency costs. 
the American taxpayer currently about $2. 
million a year; it is difficult to. justify such 
an expenditure merely to preserve a facade. 

"6. Although the statute creatingDLFdoes 
not spell out with precision all of_ the lim
itations on DLF financing, it is clear :from 
the legislative history that the DLF is to he 
used. only for projects: and prograiilS". The 
specific project is the cornerstone o! proper 
DLF activity. 

"(A project, in the sense in which that 
term has heretofore been understood in con
nection with the foreign aid program, refers 
to a specific identifiable proposal, such as 
the construction of a dam, of a highway, or 
of grain storage facilities, the eradication 
of disease, or the provision of spe-cialized 
training; and a program is a series of spe
cific identifiable and related projects.) 

"7. Concerned about the commitment of 
funds in the absence of specifi.e, planned 
projects, the Congress last year made ap-: 
plicable to the Development Loan Fund sec
tion 517 of the Mutual Security Act, which 
precludes the obligating of funds until a 
project has been submitted to careful screen
ing to determine its technical and economic 
feasibility. However, DLF has interpreted 
'obligating' in a strict, technical sense and 
maintains that this statutory prohibition 
does not preclude what is variously known 
as the earmarking, reserving, committing, 
or allocating of funds. 

"8. Earmarking (or its synonyms) refers 
to a practice of setting aside funds for a 
particular government, subject to the later 
approval by DLF of projects or programs. 
Because of the anticipation thus set up in 
the recipient government. earmarking has 
led. in a number of instances to the approval 
of loans for purposes that cannot possibly 
be construed as 'projects' in the sense in 
which that term is defined above. 

"9. Earmarking places DLF under ex
tremely strong pressure to approve some
thing as rapidly as possible, whether the 
subject of approval be properly planned or 
not. Once the recipient governments have 
been promised aid in a certain amount they 
have been known to take the view that DLF 
is merely being bureaucratic if it scrutinizes 
too closely the use to which that aid is to 
be put. The following examples indicate 
some of the evils that have resulted: 

"(a) Approximately 25 percent of all 
moneys available to the DLF In fiscal years 
1958 and 1959 went to India.-$195 million, 
o! which $175 million was in the form of 
two earmarks. Not one dollar of this money 
was restricted to us:e in any identifiable, 
planned project. Instead, it constituted 
simply a 'line of credit' to India, which the 
Government of India used, for the most part, 
to pay for orders already placed before the 
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political opponents, so-called columnists, 
radio commentators, and a;, few publish
ers, nevertheless, it is true that each and 
every one of us is selected for member
ship in the Congress by a majority of at 
least 200,000 of our citizens and unless 
we are willing to characterize the major
ity of the voters of our respective dis
tricts as ignorant, corrupt, or inattentive, 

loan had been approved. Retroactive ap
proval of orders already pla.ced is essentially 
of the same character as the retirement of 
debt, which is prohibited by section 516 of 
the Mutual Security Act. 

"(b) Largely as a result of DLF's permit
ting this retroactive approval of orders al
ready placed, there was widespread avoidance 
of the statutory small business and 5o-5o 
shipping provisions, and documentation for 
expenditures was accepted which was not up 
to the standards generally required. 

"(c) A $37.5 million earmark to Turkey 
led to a situation in which the DLF found 
it virtually impossible to deal with the Gov
ernment of Turkey on a businesslike basis 
concerning particular projects because of 
that Government's belief, apparent from the 
omcial record, that the promise of the Sec
retary of State had already bound DLF, and 
that the insistence upon project informa
tion was a purely formal requirement. 

"(d) A $40 mlllion earmark to Iran placed 
the DLF Board in the position, as docu
mented in its own minutes, of trying to 
evaluate Iranian-proposed projects in terms 
ot whether they 'fitted' the earmark rather 
than whether they benefited the Iranian 
economy. 

" (e) A $50 million earmark to the Re
public of the Philippines, promising 'soft' 
DLF loans, interfered with negotiations by 
the Export-Import Bank to accomplish simi
lar purposes through 'hard' (dollar-repay
able) loans. 

"10. In addition to the problems gener
ated by earmarking, the DLF has demon
strated other administrative shortcomings 
and policy deviations. The provision . of 
DLF funds for the payment of local costs, 
for example, is contrary to the expressed 
policy of DLF. The policy, however, was 
violated in the very first loan agreement 
signed by the DLF-a highway loan to Hon
duras 1n the amount of $5 million. 

"11. In the case of Honduras, the DLF also 
violated a precept of commonsense, garnered 
from the history of over a decade of the 
operation of the U.S. foreign aid programs, 
that the procurement authorization pro
cedure, under which dollar-purchased goods 
are imported to the recipient country and 
there sold, is a preferable way to generate 
local currency when the same is required. 
In Honduras the loan agreement provides 
for the direct purchase of $5 million equiva
lent of local currency from the Honduras 
national bank. It was precisely this pro
cedure which in Laos (as reported last year 
by this committee) led to currency manipu
lation, inflation, and increased costs for the 
aid program. 

"12. In Israel, a loan of $15 million for 
simple eommodity imports (not projects) 
was sought to be justified on the basis that 
the local currency proceeds would be used 
on various projects. The Bureau of the 
Budget objected to this, pointing out that 
the U.S. Treasury holds ample quantities of 
Israeli pounds, if these were needed. Israel's 
original request, however, was for dollars, 
and not for pounds. In order to meet this 
request, the loan was finally approved in 
April 1958, without reference to any project, 
but merely with the restriction that the 
Israelis must 'come up with' a list of im
ports acceptable to DLF. The Israelis. are 
still in the process of doing so. 

"13. In the foregoing and other instances, 
pressure for rapid disbursement is continu-

CVII--1013 

it must be assumed that. each of us has 
some degree of competency and patriot
ism. 

This being true, does it not logically 
follow that those whose servants we are 
expect us to not only adhere to the prin
ciples of the Constitution, to not only 
make our national future secure, but to 
ourselves exercise the power given us by 

ally exerted upon DLF by the Department 
of State. This has seriously interfered with 
businesslike administration. In the case of 
Iran, for example, the Department of State 
pressed for disbursement within a single 
year of the entire $40 million, despite re
peated assurances to the Congress by execu
tive branch officials that the DLF was not 
bound by the much-criticized 'annual level 
of aid' concept. 

"14. In summary, the practice of 'ear
marking,' and other departures by the DLF 
from stated and understood policy, have re
sulted in substituting for the primary pur
pose for which DLF was established-orderly 
economic development-the State Depart
ment's dollar-studded concept of interna
tional diplomatic negotiation. 

(8) "United States Aid Operations in 
Peru." Fourth report, Committee on Gov
ernment Operations-H. Rept. No. 795, 87th 
Cong .• lst sess., July 26, 1961: 

"CONCL 'USIONS 

"1. General 
"The principal deficiencies in the U.S. aid 

program in Peru, during the period 1955-58, 
stem from the combination of an entrenched 
USOM Director who did not measure up to 
his responsibilities, and the failure of ICA/W 
to exercis.e supervision and control over his 
activities. 

"2. Drought relief 
"There is no competent evidence in the 

form of end-use checks, audits, or other 
documentary proof to support the claim of 
the Department of State and ICA, that a 
$14 million drought relief program achieved 
the objectives which would normally be ex
pected of a program of this nature. 

"As a result of poor advance planning and 
inadequate U.S. supervision, much of the 
food that was brought in remained undis
tributed at the end of the drought. 

"(a) The USOM director divested himself 
of responsibility for this program by turning 
over its administration almost entirely to 
the Peruvian Government, without the 
knowledge of ICA/W, and in the face of a 
warning by the then U.S. Ambassador (Ellis 
0. Briggs) that the local government lacked 
the experience and facilities to cope with a 
program of s~ch magnitude. • 

"(b) Although Department of State and 
ICA files indicate that the primary purpose 
of this program was the feeding of hungry 
people it cannot be determined how much 
of the food provided actually reached drought 

• The food for relief programs of this 
nature in any country is provided by the U.S. 
Government under Federal statutes. The 
U.S. operations mission should provide such 
guidance as is needed by omcials of the host 
country to assure distribution and utilization 
of the food in a manner best suited to 
achieve the purposes for which the· program 
was established. In this connection, the 
jurisdictional concern of the subcommittee 
is solely the performance of U.S. personnel, 
and we neither seek nor evaluate informa
tion regarding the performance of any 
foreign o1f!,cial. In the instant case, we have 
not deviated from this practice; none o! the 
criticisms in this report should be construed 
as relating in any manner to the conduct of 
the Peruvian Government or any of its 
omcials. 

the ConStitution? Do we not if we fail 
in that respect let our people down when 
we delegate to others the power to spend 
their tax dollars which only the Congress 
has levied upon them? 

Our people complain of the tax burden 
which we the Congress impose upon 
them. Apparently that is the only un
questioned power we now exercise. Even 

victims. Less than 6 percent of the food 
was distributed free in the drought area 
(almost as much was lost or damaged from 
various causes) . 

"(c) The food supplied was practically all 
grain, and at least one-third of this was 
sold to millers and distributed through nor
mal commercial channels. Whether any of 
this reached drought victims cannot be de
termined, from the testimony of State and 
ICA witnesses or from any documents they 
submitted. 

"(d) Almost 25 percent of the food pro
vided remained undistributed at: the time 
the drought was officially declared over by 
the Government of Peru; almost one-half 
of this amount still remained in the ware
houses a year later. 

"(e) Although the United States and Peru 
had agreed that Peru was to bear the 
administrative expenses of the drought pro
gram, Director Neale, without the knowl
edge of ICA/W, advised the Peruvian Gov
ernment to charge such expenses as though 
they were work relief project operating ex
penses. This unauthorized action precluded 
the United States from recovering the funds 
involved and substantially reduced the funds 
available for the keywork relief feature 
of the drought program. 

"(f) Although USOM Director John R. 
Neale had received instructions to obtain 
ICA/W approval of projects proposed by the 
Government of Peru to be financed with the 
sales proceeds, he failed to do so. 

"(g) Sales of grain generated the local 
currency equivalent of $3,600,000. Such 
sales were autl}orized by the agreement be
tween the United States and Peru, provid
ing that such funds were to be used to pay 
the wages of drought victims employed on 
work relief projects. However, as a result 
of Neale's failure to carry out his duties as 
USOM Director, at least 60 percent of the 
sales proceeds were used improperly, that is, 
contrary to the uses contemplated when this 
program was inaugurated. The lack of ade
quate USOM and ICA/W records makes it 
impossible to determine what portion of the 
balance may also have been improperly used. 
An instance of improper use was the unap
proved construction of eight houses at Puno 
and their sale, below cost and on an install
ment basis, to prominent persons in the 
town. 

"3. Road. project 
"A $2 million loan to Peru, intended to aid 

its economy though construction of a road 
to open isolated areas for agricultural de
velopment and colonization, was the subject 
of suc.h faulty and inadequate planning that 
after construction had actually started the 
route had to be completely changed, when 
belated soils tests established that the area 
to be served by the original route was un
suitable for farming. 

"(a) Although funds for this construc
tion were obligated with excessive haste, a 
period o1 over a year intervened between obli
gation and construction. This period could 
have been used to select a terminus suit
able for the purpose intended and to plan 
a proper route. 

"(b) In fact, such planning did not oecur, 
and the route had to be changed after the 
commencement of ocnstruction. Washing
ton was not advised of this change until this 
fact was uncovered by an ICA/W auditor. 
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our own interests would seem to indicate 
that, as we impose the burden, we should 
retain some degree of responsibility for 
spending the money so collected. 

By the passage of this bill as written 
we surrender the power to spend, the 
duty to supervise spending, to others. 

" (c) The road finally constructed under 
this loan ended in the middle of nowhere
'on the side of a mountain'-at a point about 
halfway along the projected route, where 
the project ran out of funds . 

"4. Pampas de Noco 
"A $125,000 irrigation project built at 

Pampas de Noco does not irrigate. 
" (a) The significance of this particular 

failure lies in the stubbornness with which 
USOM Director Neale continued the project 
even after he had received competent tech
nical advice that the project was not fea
sible. 

"(b) The rea-son the project was not feasi
ble seems incredible, in any properly planned 
irrigation project-it was simply that there 
was not enough water ava.ilable in the area 
to make use of the projected irrigation 
works. 

"5. Conflict oj inte1·est 
USOM Director John R. Neale entered into 

a confiict of interest situation for personal 
profit when he organized and invested in 
the corporation, Negociacion Bazo Velarde, 
S.A., for the purpose of operating a farm 
which was receiving aid under the U.S. pro
gram. He failed to inform his superiors of 
his participation in this operation. 

" (a) Neale testified contrary to the fact-s 
in his appearance before an ICA hearing 
board. 

"(b) ICA/W had information which 
should have compelled the pursuit of an 
inquiry into possible conflict of interest on 
the part of Neale for some 4 years before 
effective action was finally taken. 

"(c) Even at Neale's administrative hear
ing, where the record clearly demonstrated 
that Neale was in fa-ct in conflict of interest, 
both regional Director Atwood and Ambas
sador Ach1lles persisted in impressing upon 
the board their beliefs that Neale was sim
ply a victim of spite on the part of com
plainants. 

"(d) The hearing board which considered 
Neale's confiict of interest a.nd recommended 
his separation apparently did not pursue the 
matter beyond the point required for this 
minimal decision. The investigator upon 
whose findings the hearing was based was 
not called by the board. 

"(e) The only witnesses heard by the 
board, other than Neale, were Atwood and 
Achilles, who testified as character witnesses 
for Neale. Although neither appeared to 
have any knowledge of the actual facts, each 
rendered a strong endorsement; in their po
sitions they should have known the facts, 
or, at least, have informed themselves be
fore voicing opinions. 

"(f) ICA/W investigative personnel, 
Thomas E. Naughten, Michael Ambrose, 
Robert L. Shortley, and Charles A. Gannon, 
all demonstrated a peculiar disinterest in 
determining the validity of charges made 
concerning Neale's conflict of interest. This 
performance, inconsistent with what ap
pears to be inadequate investigative ex
perience in the backgrounds of these men, 
points to a conclusion that ICA did not re
quire, nor did they employ their best 
talents. 

"6. Inte1'nal audits 
"A lack of adequate internal audit facili

ties contributed to the difficulties experi
enced with the program in Peru, since the 
USOM was frequently unaware of developing 
difficulties for substantial periods. 

We make apparent the futility of elect
ing a Congress, if and when we shirk 
our duty, our implied promises to our 
people. If the executive department is 
to dictate the spending-when and how 
and how much-then it should also as
sume the burden of levying taxes. 

"(a) The failure of the USOM to submit, 
or ICA/ W to request, the submission of such 
internal audit reports as were made indicates 
a high degree of laxity at managerial levels 
both in Washington and in the field. 

"(b) There were no end-use checks made 
of the drought program. 

"(c) ICA/W, on the basis of information 
from various sources, could have taken ac
tion to correct this situation. The special 
audits issued in March 1960, however, did 
not come about as a result of routine ad
ministrative control procedures, but because 
ICA/ W became aware of congressional inter
est in the charges leveled against the pro
gram by former USOM Deputy Director 
Samuel Coon. 

"(d) Even subsequent to the special audits, 
the USOM resisted for over a year the recom
mendation of an ICA/W auditor that a full
time American auditor be assigned to 
USOM/ Peru. 

"7. Poor supe1'vision 
Rollins S. Atwood, Regional Director, Office 

of Latin American Operations, ICA/ W, did 
not properly perform his functions as the 
official primarily responsible for the effective 
operation of the U.S. aid program in Peru. 

"{a) He had adequate basis for question
ing the quality of the administration of the 
aid program in Peru, but failed to take cor
rective action. 

"(b) He had ample indications that Neale 
was involved in a conflict of interest situa
tion but failed to pursue inquiries that could 
have established the facts. 

"(c) His conduct in office and his testi
mony before the subcommittee were char
acterized by a defensive rejection of all sug
gestions that Neale's performance might in 
any manner fall short of acceptable stand
ards. 

"8. Unawareness of Ambassador 
"Ambassador Theodore C. Achilles, in his 

appearances before the subcommittee, dem
onstrated important gaps in his knowledge 
of the activities of his subordinates during 
the period when he served as Ambassador 
to Peru. 

"9. Investigative shortcomings 
"The Office of the Inspector General and 

Comptroller and its predecessor, the Office 
of Personnel Security and Integrity, ignored 
serious charges and delayed action in cases 
where prompt and adequate investigation 
might have proved embarrassing to ICA, the 
USOM, or to Neale. 

"(a) The act of former PS&I Director 
Thomas E. Naughten t (in which there was 
participation by Charles A. Ga.nnon and 
Robert L. Shortley) in changing the name 
of a file, and the focus of investigation, from 
Neale to that of a complainant, Dr. Raymond 
Gibson, demonstrates an unfortunate bias 
and tendency toward prejudgment. 

"(b) USOM/Peru Deputy Director Coon 
tried for over a year to get action from re
sponsible ICA officials on his charges of 
Neale's maladministration in Peru, only to 
get rebuffs from ICA Director Smith and 
Regional Director Atwood. It wa-s not until 
it became known that he was to appear be
fore a congressional committee that PS&I 
was finally directed to investigate Coon's 
charges. 

" (c) After failing for over a year and a 
half to make any substantial inquiry into 

t Present USOM director in Thailand. 

If we as a Congress are not willing to 
discharge our constitutional duty, our
selves represent our people, then, why a 
Congress? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HoFF
MAN] has expired. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. CELLER]. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, the for
eign-aid bill before us has many pro
visions and involves many activities, 
including loans, grants, international or
ganization funds, and a contingency 
fund. There are many points of dis
agreement as to the proper form our 
aid program should take. The major 
program proposed in this bill is the de
velopment loan program. 

Of all these many provisions, the one 
which has given the Members of this 
legislative body the most trouble, it 
seems to me, the provision which has 
caused the most worry and soul search
ing on the part of the men who must go 
back to their constituencies and justify 
their actions on this bill, has been the 
provision for long-term financing of de
velopment loans. As I have watched this 
bill, and as I have watched my col
leagues trying to arrive at their judg
ments about the merits of this piece of 
legislation, it has seemed to me that 
they have been most concerned with 
that portion of the bill which provides 
for the long-term authorization of $900 
million for fiscal year 1962 and of $1.6 
billion for each of the succeeding 4 years. 
This being the case, it is important that 
the uncertainties about what this bill 
provides, the fears as to what it might 
result in from the point of view of con
gressional control, and the objections to 
the method of financing be looked at and 
answered. Only in this way can we in 
the Congress a1·rive at a decision on this 
bill which will both satisfy ourselves as 
legislators and representatives, on the 
one hand, and enable this Nation to meet 
its responsibilities and commitments to 
the world around us on the other hand. 

One objection which I have heard is 
something like this: Domestic programs 
do not require long-term financing; why 
should the foreign-aid programs? 

The best answer to this objection is 
that in foreign-aid programs we are ask
ing-indeed, requiring-that recipient 
governments make substantial changes 
in social and economic conditions in their 
countries-all the way from tax to ad
ministrative reform, from land reform 
to health and education programs. But 
changes such as these take time. They 
involve an alteration of established pat
terns of entire societies. All of this is 
in line with the forward-looking poli
cies of the decade of development de
signed to produce change aimed at the 
social and economic betterment of the 
peoples of the economically less fortu
nate nations. If we are to expect these 
governments to make these changes we 

charges that a USOM employee had improp
erly profited from the sale of some $42,000 
in surplus grain sacks, OIGC finally reopened 
the case, 1 day after this subcommittee had 
expressed an interest in the matter. 
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must give them some reason for believ
ing they will be worth it, and that the 
great strain and stress of change will not 
produce only chaos when after 1 or 2 
years, the aid program on which all the 
planned change was built might be dis
continued. In short, if we are to pro
mote the long-term planning necessary 
to rapid development, we must be pre
pared to back up such plans with long
term support. 

A second point in answer to the objec
tion is that by leading the way with 
long-term authority we induce other in
dustrialized nations to join with us in a 
grand and effective program geared to 
the long-range needs of the developing 
countries. 

The fact of the matter is, Mr. Chair
man, most objective analysts agree that 
our present method of authorizing and 
appropriating the funds for this program 
on a year-to-year basis is inadequate, in
efficient, and outmoded. We need long
range programs in order to insure more 
efficient and adequate planning; in order 
to obtain better qualified personnel to 
administer the program; and in order 
to enable our negotiators to compete on 
more equal terms with the Communists, 
who score many gains by promising aid 
over a multiyear period. 

A second major objection-in fact, the 
key issue around which the fate of this 
t~rribly important measure revolves
is that against long-term financing. 
The objection usually goes that the long 
term availability of loans means back
door financing, with concomitant loss 
or impairment of congressicnal control. 

Is there in fact any basis for such an 
obj.ection? The two parts of this ques
tion should be answered separately. 

First of all, "back-door financing" is 
a very misleading and deceptive phrase. 
We should not forgo use of an effective 
tool in the world struggle because of an 
inaccurate label. This label implies that 
the President takes funds from the 
Treasury without the knowledge or per
mission of the Congress, whose consti
tutional sovereignty in the area of ap
propriations is jealously, and quite justly 
protected. This implication is, however, 
not a valid one. A more appropriate 
metaphor by far is the President as li
censee, using funds made available to 
him with the knowledge and consent of 
the Congress, which could at any time, 
however, revoke that license. To con
tinue the metaphor a step further: it is 
not that the President uses the back 
door of the Treasury-he comes, rather, 
quite openly through the front door; 
but he does so at the direction of the 
Congress, which has furthermore pro
vided that he need knock at the door 
only every 5 years or so, rather than 
every single year. He does this with the 
full permission and knowledge of t.he 
Congress, which never gives up its con
stitutional power of being able to close 
the door if and when it should choose 
to do SO, or requiring him to resume the 
practice of pausing each ~·ear to knock. 

Several years ago, I went to Europe 
to consider competitive problelt\S in con
nection with atomic energy and other 
matters. Government officials in ·Italy, 

Germany, and France told me that one 
of their greatest problems in developing 
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes was 
their inability to secure long-term fi
nancing. In fact, the Italian Govern
ment granted one important contract to 
a British firm over an American firm, 
solely because the British firm was able 
to offer long-term financing. Is this not 
the kind of embarrassment that the 
President wishes to forestall in his long
term financing proposals on foreign aid? 

The second part of the objection-the 
notion that the bill inhibits congressional 
control over the actions of the Presi
dent pursuant to the borrowing author
ity-is a reflection of a particularly 
grievous set of misunderstandings about 
this bill. For this reason, I should like 
to point out the specific controls which 
the Congress does maintain. 

First, Congress has complete say on 
the question of the maximum pace at 
which the President can borrow from 
the Treasury and thereby be in a posi
tion to lend money. The requested au
thorization for fiscal year 1962 is $900 
million, plus $1.6 billion for each of the 
next 4 years. But these figures are not 
irrevocable. Should we in Congress at 
any time wish to increase or decrease the 
authorization, we are of course at com
plete liberty to do so. 

Second, Congress decides what are the 
specific criteria to be used for the admin
istration of the aid program. Examples 
of such criteria are the extent to which 
the country is responsive to the needs 
of its own people and is willing to take 
self-help measures; the consistency of 
the loan program with other aspects of 
its development activities; and the con
tribution of the loan to economic and 
social development. 

Third, the Congress is always free to 
amend the authorizing legislation to take 
away any of the prerogatives it has 
placed at the President's disposal. 

Fourth, Congress has the opportunity 
to review the lending program at the 
time it reviews the rest of the activities 
of the act, and to review quarterly re
ports on the development program sub
mitted under article 204 of the act. 

Fifth, the lending program each year 
is subject to review by the Appropria
tions Committee which may recommend 
to this body appropriate limitations. 

Finally, since any program is only as 
goad as the administrative facilities 
which carry it out, the Congress has con
trol through both the authorizing and 
the appropriations committees of the 
administrative machinery of the execu
tive branch of the Government, mainly 
the new AID. 

I do not see how this Nation can afford 
to go on with the kind of shortsighted, 
stop-and-start program which has been 
characteristic of so much of our effort in 
this field. We of the Congress have a 
responsibility to see that such inefficient 
programs are replaced by long-range 
programs which can succeed. · 

Some of our colleagues on this House 
floor have often expressed their desire 
that the U.S. Government would adopt 
more businesslike procedures and per
form with greater businesslike efficiency. 

Here is their chance to translate that 
desire into action. For no business of 
the scope and magnitude and complexity 
of this aid program would be expected 
to perform effectively on a year-to-year 
basis; yet that is what we have been ex
pecting from our past programs. And 
furthermore, no business of the order of 
magnitude and complexity of this de
velopment loan program would be ex
pected to show the full measure. of its re
sults in a year or 2 years, especially if 
it were subject to the kind of uncertain
ties and discontinuities which the year
to-year aspects have forced upon the de
velopment program. Yet some in this 
House who have clamored most loudly 
for more businesslike efficiency and 
greater returns on our foreign aid dollar 
have done the most to prevent precisely 
those results, by hamstringing the pro
gram with unwise, rigid annual author
ization and appropriation. procedures. 
The inconsistency of such a course of 
action is glaringly apparent. The time 
and the opportunity to strike a new 
course and give this program a chance 
are at hand. 

Let us cease this foolishness of opposi
tion. Let us stop behaving like the 
farmer who, as the story goes. pulled up 
the plant each year to see how the- roots 
were doing and kept wondering why the 
plant did not grow. Let us enact a pro
gram that can be evaluated instead of 
pretending to evaluate a program that 
has not been given a chance to perform. 
The time is well upon us when we must 
take a forthright step and equip our
selves adequately for the tremendous 
task ahead. As a nation we cannot 
afford to do less. 

Mr. CHIPERFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield such time as he may desire to 
the distinguished gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. ASHBROOK]. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. ChaiFman, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I 

am opposed to the foreign aid bill which 
is before us. It seems to me that we 
have lost sight of several basic principles 
here. In the first place, we do not have 
the money to give away. The policies 
of this administration are already forc
ing us into multibillion-dollar deficit 
spending with no end in sight. In fact, it 
is no exaggeration to say that the. an
nual deficit will be measured to a large 
extent in the amount of the foreign aid 
program we are here enacting if it re
ceives a favorable vote. 

Foreign aid has not been a successful 
venture. A great deal of the blame 
must be attributed to the State Depart
ment which has a long record of mis
handling, appeasing and placing our 
interests in the background. We all rec
ognize the need to give some tangible 
assistance to our allies and emerging 
nations. The present system has worked 
against our interests and it is wrong to 
continue it. · More congressional control 
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should be exercised and a more realistic 
approach should be taken. 

We must recognize that we cannot do 
for nations what they cannot find the 
will to do themselves. In many coun
tries, attainable goals are negligible 
because of the lack of freedom of indi
viduals. A completely socialistic or com
munistic country is limited in the goals 
it can attain as individual freedom will 
always be secondary. To come into these 
countries with massive foreign aid will, 
in many cases, merely insure the further 
subjugation _of the people. _ _ _ . 

Last month I directed a letter .to the 
Secretary of State which sets out my 
three basic objections to this bill. Un- . 
der unanimous consent, I include it at 

·this point in the RECORD . 

Hon. DEAN RUSK, 
Secretary of State, 
Washington, D.C. 

J ULY 26, 1961. 

DEAR SECRETARY RUSK: I h ave received your 
letter of July 18 in which you set out the 
thoughts and objectives of the administra
tion on the multibillion-dollar foreign aid 
program which is now before the Congress. 
Your arguments in favor of the proposal are 
quite persuasive; yet too many questions are 
left unanswered. Thus far the United States 
has spent over $84 billion-the value of our 
30 largest cities--on foreign aid. President 
Kennedy has requested $3.9 billion for fiscal 
1962 and an additional $7.3 in development 
loans over a 5-year period, a total of $26.8 
billion in the next 5 years as the very mini
mum if no increase over the $3.9 billion 
1962 figure is asked in the succeeding 4 years. 

During the last World War, the Govern
ment constantly constrained its citizens to 
avoid waste and excessive spending. We all . 
recall during gasoline rationing that we were 
implorecl, "Is this trip really necessary?" 
With ever-increasing deficits being advocated 
by this administration, the American tax
payer is now asking the Government, "Is this 
trip really necessary?" 

Waste, graft, and corrupt ion have been all 
too prevalent in the program. The State 
Department (the Eisenhower administration 
included) has not demonstrated the forti
tude or ability to approach an efficient level 
of administration in these programs so that 
Congress and the American people can place 
confidence in your increased requests. 

Although I will support specific programs 
of assistance to allies, I oppose the foreign 
aid program as requested for three basic rea
sons. First, I disagree as to the method of 
financing. I am against back-door spending 
and the circumvention of the normal appro
priations process of the Congress. Your 
words, ''it would create a strong presump
tion, which does not exist under the present 
system, that funds in known amounts would 
be available for the continuation of the pro-

. gram" give little enthusiasm to me clue to 
the great abuses of the past. For Congress 
to have less rather than more control over 
the expenditure of the funds would lead to 
more situations like we discovered last month 
when debating the fourth supplemental ap
propriation bill. Although we pay 32.51 per
cent of the total U.N. cost, through State 
Department leadership we paid an additional 
$15 milllon to the U.N. to help make up for 
the Communist blocs' refusal to pay its share 
of the U.N. Congo operations. Would Con
gress appropriate this $15 million for such 
a purpose? Would the American people agree 
to this? The answer is surely "No" and yet 
if we completely give up congressional con
trol we can have more situations of this 
type-from recent ·experience, every indica
tion is that we will. 

Second, if the President is so convinced 
that this program is of such vital necessity 
why doesn't he cut down on his multibil
lion-dollar welfare programs? We are asked 
to enact a variety of unnecessary programs 
(unnecessary, that is, if we have the forti
tude to put first things first) although we 
must borrow the money and further weaken 
our domestic economy. Since we don't have 
the money and the administration doesn't 
want to ask for new taxes to pay for this 
and other programs, is foreign aid so vital 
that we should continue deficit spending 
and further burden our people and future 
generations? If America is crippled by fiscal 
irresponsibility we will be in no posit.ion for . 
world leadership. 

Third; and most important, your letter in
dicates the basic reason for questioning the 
whole program. Not once do you give any 
indicat ion that we have or should have an 
overall policy of defeating the Communists. 
What are our goals? If you had announced 
a 5-year policy of defeating international 
communism and geared this program to it 
instead of a 5-year giveaway program you 
would have solid American support. Quite 
the opposite, the past 6 months have dem
onstrated a demoralizing loosening up all 
of the way down the line in our life-and
death struggle with the Communists. The 
administration's program of treating the 
Communists with "civility" is bankrupt be
fore it starts. 

We see efforts to skirt our export laws in 
trading with the Communists, administra
tive orders freeing the flow of Communist 
propaganda in our mail, "tractors for pris
oners" in Cuba rather than planes ancl guns 
when they were needed, relaxed security 
measures at home, Oppenheimer and Latti
more abroad representing our country, tacit 
approval of the recognition of Red China and 
Outer Mongolia and a multitude of other 
weather vanes pointing prophetically to
ward the direction we are taking. In such 
a policy of containment or accommodation 
we find nothing to give encouragement to 
the American people or the world. We want 
to defeat communism-set out our goals for 
doing this, gear our economy and thought 
toward such an end and foreign aid would 
be a useful tool. Can the State Department 
face up to such a challenge? I am sure 
the American people can. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN M. ASHBROOK, 

Representati ve to Cong1·ess. 

Mr. CHIPERFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Washington £Mr. PELLYL 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, it is evi
dent from the remarks of many Mem
bers of the House who have preceded 
me that there are many of us who have 
supported foreign aid in the past who 
now strongly oppose the President's pro
posal for long-term borrowing authority 
to finance the program outside the nor
mal appropriations process. 

In the time allotted to me, I shall 
only be able to address myself to certain 
aspects of this legislation. I shall begin 
by commenting on various statements 
that have been made in the previous 
debate. 

During the discussion on the rule by 
which H.R. 8400 was made in order for 
consideration, the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. SMITH] brought out the fact 
that this rule provided for waiving all 
points of order. 

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the full 
significance of this matter of wai!Ving 
points of order is understood. Of course, 

· Members recognize that it prevents a 

Member of the House from objecting to 
language and provisions which violate 
the established rules of the House, but 
in this instance, Mr. Chairman, the waiv
ing of points of order deprives the House 
of one means of determining whether 
or not it desires to surrender its constitu
tional responsibility to appropriate. 

In other words, in 1949, under the 
Boggs decision, back-door spending in an 
authorization bill was ruled as not vio
lating House rule XXI (4) which gives 
jurisdiction over all spending bills to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

However, in the Boggs decision the 
Chair ruled that language authorizing 

. the Secretary of the Treasury to use · 
proceeds of public debt transactions for 
the making of loans did not constitute 
an appropriation. In his ruling, the 
Chair said: 

Under the language, the Treasury of t.he 
United States makes advances which will be 
repaid in full with interest over a period of 
years without cost to the taxpayers. 

In view of the fact that the advances 
in that instance would be repaid in full 
the ruling held it did not constitute an 
appropriation. 

I had hoped to raise this same point 
of order, Mr. Chairman, in connection 
with this foreign aid bill and spell out 
that in the case . of the Development 
Loan Fund the loans would not be re
paid in full with interest at no cost to 
the taxpayers. The facts of the case 
are-that no one expects under this pro
·gram that the loans will be repaid in 
full. One has only to review the history 
of Latin American governments and 
their records of repaying their foreign 
loans to know that over the course of 
the next 50 years they can expect more 
in the way of revolutions and overthrow 
of governments by violence. Even 
though the governments were stable, the 
only way those foreign countries can get 
dollars is when we give those dollars to 
them, and if development loan funds 
are repaid we will be the ones that will 
be paying ourselves back. 

In one Latin American country, there 
were 177 revolutions in the past 50 years 
and consider even in recent times for 
example the violent overthrow of exist
ing regimes as shown by the following 
tabulation: 
Argentina: September 1955 (Peron). 
Bolivia: December 1943, June 1946, and 

April 1952. 
Colombia: June 1953, several months 1957. 
Costa Rica: May 1948. 
Cuba: Castro-January 1959 . 
Dominican Republic: 1961-Assassination of 

Truj1llo. 
El Salvador: May 1944, December 1948, Oc-

tober 1960, and January 1961. 
Guatemala: 1945, June 1954 and July 1957. 
Honduras: October 1956. 
Nicaragua: February 1947. 
Panama: January 1955, September 1956 

(President killed) . 
Paraguay: May 1954 .. 
Peru: October 1948. 
Venezuela: October 1945, November 1948, 

January 1958. 

In connection with raising a point of 
order, I had planned if favorable ruling 
was not forthcoming and in case the 
Boggs decision had established a prece
dent, to respectfully appeal the decision 
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to the Members and to the Committee 
of the Whole and, thereby, had hoped to 
overturn a previous interpretation of the 
rules which I have believed unsound and 
not in accordance with the facts. 

Of course, the back-door spending pro
grams that have been voted by the Con
gress are not such as to constitute bor
rowings to be fully repaid. Already the 
Congress has had to "forgive" $16 billion 
of such borrowings. At the present time, 
the outstanding borrowings by various 
agencies does not represent loans from 
the Treasury which will be fully repaid. 
Consider the Commodity Credit Corpo
ration which owes the Treasury about 
$12 billion. Who can seriously contend 
that the Treasury will ever get this 
money which has been dissipated in com
modity transactions and is no longer 
available for repayment. 

One other point which was mentioned 
during the consideration of the rule-a 
speaker quoted President Eisenhower, 
or General Eisenhower as he was when 
he testified in 1951 during the 81st Con
gress. In his testimony which was 
quoted it was contended that he ex
pressed himself emphatically against 1-
year financing. What General Eisen
hower said was: 

I believe in my testimony we should cal
culate these budgets on the fact they are 
going to have a plan of inGeterminate length. 

He said nothing about omitting the 
annual scrutiny and review of the Ap
propriations ·committee of the Congress. 

Let me emphasize that in his final 
budget message to Congress in January 
of this year President Eisenhower recom
mended that the Congress not use back
door spending on any new program and, 
likewise, that existing prog1·ams be grad
ually eliminated. The recent action of 
this House in reversing its method of 
financing the airport aid program I 
thought was encouraging. It changed 
from back-door spending to multiyear 
appropriation. 

Mr. Chairman, earlier in the debate the 
majority leader stated that the argu
ment of those who opposed the 5-year 
Treasury financing provisions are based 
upon the assumption that we are living 
in a very peaceful world. 

On the contrary, Mr. Chairman, those 
of us who oppose back-door spending in 
this foreign-aid bill are quite conscious 
of the world situation. The Members 
of this Congress are extremely sensitive 
to international events. The opponents 
of back -door spending simply do not 
want to surrender their constitutional 
rights and responsibilities to the execu
tive branch now or at any time. We 
believe that the control of these spending 
programs in view of what is happening 
in Berlin, and in view of what has hap
pened in places like Cuba and Laos, 
should be constantly under our control 
as representatives of the people. The 
mere fact that this is not a peaceful 
world is all the more reason why there 
should be a double check on the public 
purse. 

One previous speaker mentioned that 
the appropriations procedure had failed 
to stop · waste and all the mistakes that 
have been brought to light in the past in 

connection with our foreign aid. In an
swer to that, I would only say it has been 
the Congress that has brought these mat
ters to light and without e·xception al
most it has been the executive branch 
that has attempted to cover up. The 
executive branches in this administra
tion and the previous administration did 
everything in their power to keep the 
scandals, extravagance, and evidences of 
mismanagement from the public, and 
that is one of the principal reasons that 
I argue against turning over full power 
of administration to the executive 
branch. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I must limit my 
remarks to certain facts which have to 
do with control of these foreign-aid 
funds. Congress has only one certain 
and continuing way to control the Gov
ernment. No other way exists. 

I will not discuss the merits of foreign 
aid or even what amounts should be 
voted. I am going to simply talk about 
control because that is the key question 
in this new proposal in H.R. 8400. 

First. Will Congress ·· retain annual 
control under the Corporation Control 
Act? 

The House Committee Report 851, 
pages 18-19, says we would not be pre
vented from exercising control over the 
$8.8 billion. Do we stop there? 

On page 19, the report recites the 
step-by-step procedure which "it is 
understood by the executive branch"
please note it says, "the executive 
branch," not the committee-would be 
followed under the Corporation Control 
Act each year. And then this, under 
item 5: 

Until Congress enacts the necessary lan
guage approving the budget program, 
neither obligations nor expenditures can be 
incurred. 

It does not say anything about "com
mitments," does it? More on that later. 
It sounds like Congress must act each 
year before they can use the money, does 
it not? 

Look at the bill on page 9, lines 19-25 
in section 203 (b) : 

The President is authorized to incur in 
carrying out the purposes of this title 
obligations • • • . 

If it is true that obligations cannot 
be incurred until Congress approves the 
annual budget, and there is apparently 
some doubt in the executive branch as 
shown before, then is not the above
quoted section 203 (b) unnecessary-or 
would it carry on if Congress failed to 
approve the budget? 

But the executive branch goes on to 
cast this doubt on the budget law: 

The language of section 104 (of Corpora
tion Control Act) contains certain ambigu
ities are not fully clarified by the legislative 
history of the Control Act. As a result, the 
meaning of section 104 has been the subject 
of disagreement in past years. 

Here we have an interpretation of the 
executive branch that submitted the 
proposition to the House, but not the in
terpretation of the committee. So where 
does that leave us? Listen to this from 
page 113 of the Senate hearings: 

Senator WILLIAMS. As I understand it, and 
I think we ought to get this clear, you come 

back each year and report to Congress, but 
you do not need any additional action on 
the part of the Congress to get the money, 
if we approve this bill as it is written; is that 
correct? ' 

Secretary DILLON. That is correct. 

Comment: How do we reconcile these 
three things? Remember, the actual 
money is in H.R. 8400, not in a later 
appropriation bill. And they admit to 
ambiguities. 

Second. Will Congress retain full legal 
power to limit use of the funds, regard
less of the Corporation Control Act? 

Intentionally, this question indulges 
the obvious. Of course it will. Congress 
rarely finds itself without raw legal pow
er to amend a law or change its mind 
most any time-no matter what the 
commitments are. But you as a legisla
tor know that hanging on sheer legalism 
utterly begs the question especially 
where delicate and far-reaching com
mitments and arrangements with sov
erign foreign nations are involved. 

The committee report, page 18, says: 
Congress can always amend the author

izing legislation-

And that-
the committee has been assured by the Ex
ecutive, and definitely understands, that no 
irrevocable commitments for future years 
will be made under this authority to · any 
country. 

Do we stop there? 
Listen to what Secretary Rusk told 

the House Appropriations Committee, 
page 71 of their hearings: 

Secretary RusK. As a matter of law and 
the Constitution, it [Congress) would have 
the same control. However, I would be less 
than candid if I did not say that the ex
ercise of that control by the Congress on an 
annual basis would be a more serious step 
in terms of our commitments and relations 
with other governments than would be true 
under the present arrangement. 

This gets close to the heart of the 
matter. Now listen to Secretary Dillon 
in the Senate hearings, page 113 :. 

Senator WILLIAMS. Suppose Congress de
cides to cut this $1.6 billion to x dollars. 
In the meantime, under long-range pro
graming we have already made commitments 
to these countries. Could Congress at some 
future date limit expenditures to a point 
which would be below what we have com
mitted? Would these commitments not be 
obligations of this country with each nation 
with which it has entered into commitments? 

Secretary DILLON. I would like to be per
fectly clear on that, Senator. Congress does 
have the authority to limit it, and could 
limit it, but it would have the effect of the 
United States not living up to its commit
ments. 

So I believe there would be very strong 
pressure on Congress not to have the United 
States default on a commitment which it 
had legally made. 

Comment: I stand ready to be shown 
that H.R. 8400 in any way prevents long
range commitments. 

Once more, just for emphasis-again 
from the Senate hearings, page 113: 

Senator WILLIAMS. If we authorize under 
this bill long-range commitments with X 
country, we are morally bound to put up 
the money; is that not true? 

Secretary DILLON. I think there is a strong 
moral obligation to put that money up, and 
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I do not think we should try here to say 
anything else than that at all. 

Comment: Does that sound like we 
would have much control each year
really? 

Third. Could they make long-range 
commitments against the $8.8 billion? 

Here is the Executive answer, from 
page 71, House Appropriation hearings: 

Secretary RusK. We are asking you to give 
us t.he right to commit you over this longer 
period. 

In the same hearings, page 153: 
Mr. PAssllriAN. In effect, the executive 

branch could if it should so determine, 
commit the entire $8.8 billion during fiscal 
year 1962 on a conditional basis? 

Secretary DILLoN. They could commit 
$1,187 million firmly, and they could commit 
the rest of it conditionally. 

Mr. PASsMAN. It would be committed, 
nevertheless? 

Secretary DILLoN. Conditionally, it coUld 
be. 

Comment: I stand ready to be shown 
that H.R. MOO in any way precludes this 
from being done. But to remove any 
doubt about the intent, the following is 
from an official executive analysis re
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
of August 10, 1961, page 15439, middle 
column: 

However, the executive branch would con
sider the enactment of the borrowing au
thority in the AID Act to constitute an 
expression of intent on the part of the Con
gress to provide funds over the 5-year pe
riod 1n the aggregate amount of $8.8 b1llion, 
and it would feel free to enter into condi
tional commitments with respect to these 
funds. It would be the expectation of the 
executive branch that the level of these 
funds would not be reduced, so as to ren
der lt impossible for the commitments of 
executive branch to be carried out, unless 
the Congress considered that affirmative rea
sons existed for such reduction. 

Fourth. But can Congress not still 
limit the borrowing authority every year? 

I quote from page 100 of the Senate 
hearings, Secretary Dillon: 

Secretary DILLoN. However, 1f they took 
this action, this would certainly be contrary 
to the intent of the borrowing authority, 
and there would be a strong presumption 
they would not do it unless they found that 
the organization had acted quite out of line, 
and that this authority was no longer neces
sary ln this amount. What, in effect, hap
pens 1a that the burden of proof is sub
stantially shifted to the Congress. Rather 
than resting on the side of the agency to 
show that they need a certain amount it is 
shifted to the Congress to show this is not 
needed and should not be spent, and that 
is the general situation. 

Comment: A strange twist for Mem
bers to swallow on foreign aid-asking 
them to assume the burden of proof. 
Incredible. 

Fifth. But would not Congress limit 
the spending under special circum
stances? 

That came up in the House Appropria
tions hearings, on page 194. Secretary 
Dillon listed some possibilities: 

(a) A depression o! the 1930's type. 
(b) War. 
(c) A country deserting the free world 

cause. 

Comment: I ask, what else is left? 

Sixth. Would the President have 
power to obligate funds until Congress 
approves the budget program? 

The administration's analysis of the 
development lending program, appearing 
in the Senate debate, CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of August 10, 1961, page 15438, 
last column. 

Until Congress enacts the necessary lan
guage approving the budget program, nei
ther obligations nor expenditures can be 
incurred. 

Comment: Compare this statement 
with the language of the bill, section 
203(b): 

The President is authorized to incur in 
carrying out the purposes of this title obli
gations which may not at any time exceed 
the sum of (i) all funds made available and 
all funds authorized to be made available 
pursuant to the authority, and subject to 
the fiscal year limitations, provided in sec
tion 202(a), and (11) all other funds made 
avallable pursuant to this part for the pur
poses of this title. 

Conclusions: With these facts, and 
knowing a little of the machinations of 
bureaucracy, I cannot escape certain 
conclusions about this 5-year, $8.8 bil
lion back-door provision: 

First. The cards are on the table, face 
up. 1t is an all-out effort by the ad
ministration to get the money without 
Congress-short of the most extreme cir
cumstances-interfering with its use over 
the next 5 years. 

Second. It is a deliberate Executive at
tempt to short circuit the time-tested 
annual congressional appropriations sys
tem-an official State Department publi
cation of June 1961 said that "the same 
purpose could be accomplished by the 
technique of a multiyear appropriation." 

Third. The deceptively reassuring 
elaboration of procedures-adroitly writ
ten and meticulously erecting technical 
distinctions between commitments and 
obligations-by which Congress would 
annually exercise its will over the spend
ing under an admittedly ambiguous law 
strikes me as dragging a red herring 
into the issue. What other motive, 
when they flatly say you can limit the 
spending, but if you do, you will be 
found in default of commitments? What 
else? 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr.FASCELL]. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, the 
consideration of the problem we have be
fore us today seems to me to be no differ
ent than it has been in years past except 
in one important respect, and that is the 
realization not only in the Congress but, 
certainly, throughout the United States 
and the free world that the challenge 

· which confronts us is a challenge in to
tality. I think more and more, every 
day, in the years that I have been here. 
this recognition is becoming stronger 
and more firm with the American people 
and the people of the free world. At the 
risk of oversimplifying my belief or my 
position on this subject, I would say this, 
so far as I am concerned, in what I believe 
is for the best interest of the people I 
represent, and what I firmly believe is for 
the best interest of this country-! think 
the totality of the challenge which is 

presented to us, not only by communism 
as such, but by the problems which_ beset 
the peoples of the world can only be 
met in totality. I do not shirk-I am 
not fearful-! have faith and confidence 
in what the American people can do, I 
strongly and firmly believe they are will
ing, able, and ready to do it notwith
standing the fact that they may be an
noyed by the taxation; notwithstanding 
the fact that this particular program is 
not "a popular program." Yet, I hon
estly believe deep in the hearts of our 
people lies the conviction that there 
really is no other answer, and that is, 
we must meet the challenge which con
fronts us in totality regardless of what 
it costs us; regardless of what mistakes 
may be made; regardless of the mistakes 
which we, ourselves. may make in our 
sincerity and in our endeavors and in 
our efforts to meet this challenge. 

Mr. Chairman, I will certainly not 
try to convince anybody who is opposed 
to this program for any reason, what
ever it might be. I believe I have come 
to the point where I recognize the fact 
that you can rationalize any position to 
justify your own. So, I believe that my 
remarks are more dedicated to explain
ing my own feeling on this subject not
withstanding the politics that may be 
involved; notwithstanding the sincerity 
of those who oppose one provision of the 
bill or another; and, certainly, taking in
to consideration those who are sincerely 
opposed to the legislation in all respects. 
Nevertheless, I cannot erase from my 
mind the fact that the United States and 
the free world is challenged in every 
:field of human endeavor by an inter
national Communist conspiracy. 

I cannot erase from my mind the fact 
that millions of peoples around the world 
now struggling to achieve their own so
cieties and manner of life are having 
tremendous difficulties, economic, social, 
political, and otherwise, which mitigate 
against, bear down an1 press upon them 
to the point that they cannot ach!eve 
these things. 

I cannot erase from my mind the fact 
that a great majority of the people of 
this world are going to bed tonight 
hungry. I cannot ignore them except at 
my own peril; or that there are the ill, 
the uneducated, the poorly clothed, and 
that they are subject to tremendous 
pressures, political, ideological, and re
ligious. I cannot eliminate those things 
from my mind. To do that would make 
me an absolute idiot. I would like to be 
realistic about the world of today and I 
believe that in being realistic I must face 
facts and conditions as they do exist. 

I am called upon to make a decision 
as to what I should do as an American, 
and as a Congressman representing 
over a million people, what they will do 
about it. I do not, of course, like to 
impose a burden upon my people any 
more than I like to impose it upon my
self; nevertheless, all of us here have 
been called on to do so many times; and 
I am sure all of us will in good con
science impose that burden when we 
believe it is in our own self-interest and 
for the best interests of the Nation. 

Reasonable men can differ honestly, 
sincerely, and deeply; I have no quar-
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rei with that, and I would give them as 
much respect for their sincerity and con
viction as they give me for mine. But 
times are such today, and for what we 
as men can reasonably foresee for the 
future, that in my judgment we have 
no alternative, we have no alternative 
but to continue this program. We have 
no alternative, if for nothing else than 
purely psychological reasons, I repeat 
we have in my judgment, no alternative 
to announcing our decision to stay in 
this field of challenge as long as may 
be necessary. 

Certainly we are all familiar with 
what the committees of Congress have 
done, and properly so, and what the 
Executive has done in the examination 
of this program in an effort to improve 
it. We have all tried every way we 
know. This is our responsibility, this 
is our job. It is reflected in the legis
lation which comes out of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee. If you want to chart 
the course of what we are trying to do 
in this legislation you will find that 
under the able direction of several dif
ferent chairmen and many Members of 
this Congress who are dedicated and 
who have devoted themselves to this 
proposition, that we have tried to re
flect in the legislation the corrections 
which this Congress felt were neces
sary and which made for better ad
ministration of the program. 

Personally I do not think anyone in 
this Congress today can deny the fact 
that from the standpoint of the avail
ability and amount of information and 
presentation made by the executive 
branch, that there is no comparison be
tween what is done today and what was 
done 6 years ago. The amount of in
formation because of administrative bet
terment, because of congressional 
interest, a thousand percent in improve
ment. We have laid down strong guide
lines in the bill, like the plans and specifi
cations requirements of section 610; like 
the institution of the Inspector Gen
eral for internal auditing; like section 
632 with respect to the furnishing of 
information of all kinds to the Con
gress. These and many other provisions 
have been written into this law to help 
the administration help themselves with 
respect to administration. I will go one 
step further. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida has expired. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman 2 additional min
utes. 

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the gentle
man, and I appreciate his courtesy and 
generosity. However, that is in keeping 
with his handling of the committee and 
the handling of this legislation during 
the tortuous 7 weeks we devoted to writ
ing this mutual security bill. 

I think the Executive, in reviewing 
the detailed legislative complexities of 
this legislation, has done a service for 
the Congress and for the people in try
ing to bring it all together. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FASCELL. I yield to the gentle
man from Oklahoma. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I want to com
pliment the gentleman on an outstand-

ing statement in connection with this 
very much improved and strengthened 
bill. I know he has been particularly 
diligent in his study of the Latin Ameri
can situation and of our problems in con
nection with Cuba, and I have great re
spect for his views in this field. 

I would like to ask the gentleman what 
he feels would be the effect upon our 
efforts to challenge and offset the influ
ence of Castro in Latin America if we 
were to restrict the President's initia
tive and the President's powers in han
dling this fund and cut back on the pro
visions for an adequate administration 
program in Latin America. 

Mr. FASCELL. Of course, the gentle
man is correct in his analysis, as he 
usually is on these matters. He has put 
his finger on the major problem in con
nection with this international political 
situation. Such a restriction would be 
damagingly exploited. The gentleman 
from Oklahoma is a keen student of in
ternational affairs and has made a very 
penetrating inquiry. 

As far as the constitutional processes 
and the feelings of the Committee on 
Appropriations, I recognize all of the 
arguments, technical and emotional, 
and, I will wrap it up by saying when I 
cast my vote on this bill today I am will
ing to say that I vote to appropriate 
the money in its totality now because I 
deem it urgent and necessary in my 
country's best interest. 

I do not have any qualms or any doubt 
at all that the Appropriations Commit
tee will continue to exercise its good 
judgment, its ability and its power. It 
can do whatever it wants with respect to 
review and control of this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, we all know that there 
is no way to circumvent Congress. This 
Congress is today voting on this money 
request. In the future the Congress and 
the Appropriations Committee through 
existing law or other law can scrutinize 
and review as thoroughly as it desires. 
It can repeal laws, cancel authority and 
rescind appropriations. 

Furthermore all expenditures, func
tions, and programs are subject to full 
audit as often as practicable or neces
sary by the General Accounting Office 
which is an arm of the Congress. 

In addition there is the internal audit 
and inspection by the Inspector Gen
eral. 

And finally there is the congressional 
review as provided in the act under 
203 (c) which requires that the President 
shall prepare annually and submit a 
budget program to the Congress upon 
which the Appropriations Committee 
can act. 

Mr. CHIPERFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield such time as he may desire to the 
distinguished gentleman from New Jer
sey [Mr. WALLHAUSERJ. 

Mr. WALLHAUSER. Mr. Chairman, 
during the entire debate on the Mutual 
Security Act of 1961, there has been no 
evidence of a difference of opinion among 
the proponents of the bill regarding the 
necessity for long-term planning. 

Whether it be a domestic or a foreign 
project, it would seem sensible to be able 
to plan on a basis that would provide 
reasonable expection of well thought out 

and well developed assistance. There
fore, the major point of difference among 
proponents of mutual security legisla
tion lies in the employment of the ap
propriation process versus borrowing 
from the Treasury for the raising of 
funds to finance the program. 

There are two questions that have de
veloped in my mind as I approach the 
hour of vote. One relates to charges of 
waste and inefficiency in the program 
and whether or not this is a valid reason 
for scrapping it. It does not seem to me 
that it is, but it is essential that every
one connected with the program be 
alerted to the fact that the public at 
large is beginning to seriously question 
our right to vote their tax money if it 
is to be wasted on an undisciplined and 
poorly supervised operation. I believe 
it is more constructive to direct our ef
forts toward the correction and improve
ment of the management of the program, 
rather than to do away with it in its en
tirety. No one that I know of has 
charged that the entire effort is ineffi
cient and ill-managed, but only certain 
portions are cited as examples of areas 
to be corrected. 

The second question relating to the 
financing of the program, of course, is 
the most controversial point. In the 
final analysis, I believe it is important 
for the Congress to retain some control 
over the commitments made by the ex
ecutive branch in order that, in the event 
of the dreadful act of war or domestic 
economic depression, we will not be so 
overcommitted that we could not retract 
sufficiently to devote our resources to 
the problems as related to our own na
tional security, either military or eco
nomic. I hope that some sensible com
promise can be agreed upon that will 
be satisfactory to both points of view 
on this matter. This I would support. 

For a moment, I would like to dwell 
on a specific area of this bill. It is sec
tion 102, the statement of policy. 

It is most reassuring to me to know 
that the committee, in the statement 
of policy and also in its report, did not 
try to sweep under the rug the problems 
that exist in the Middle East because of 
the actions of the Arab nations in waging 
economic warfare against Israel. These 
actions include boycotts, blockades and 
the restriction of the use of international 
waterways. 

These actions, of course, are a deter
rent to the economic development of 
Israel by its determined, brave and 
liberty-loving people, and to the achieve
ment of a lasting peace in the Middle 
East and the world. 

The committee is to be commended for 
reaffirming the American position of sup
port for Israel's position in these mat
ters, and for stating clearly the prin
ciples upon which we stand in our 
unending efforts for peace and equality 
for all peoples. 

Mr. CIDPERFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 10 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. MEADER]. 

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, in all 
of this debate so far- one would think 
there is nothing in H.R. 8400 except 
back-door spending. 
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When this bill was first available at 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, I took 
it home and read it carefully. I recall 
hearing the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. JuDD] say in one of our meetings 
that the predecessor bill to H.R. 8400 
<H.R. 7372> had a lot of booby traps in 
it which had been eliminated. They 
were not an eliminated. 

We have been talking about the thorns 
in this bill I want to talk about the 
roses. You are going to have an op
portunity to vote for all kinds of won
derful programs. 

Did you know there was a Civil Rights 
bill in H.R. 8400? Look on page 3, line 
2, and you will see a very strict Civil 
Rights bill in section 102 (e). 

This bill condemns Red China. Look 
on page 5, lines 13 to 25. 

This is a farm bill. Look on page 13, 
line 13, where we give aid to small 
farmers in section 215. 

This is a small business bill. Look on 
page 40, line 3, section 602. 

This is. a free enterprise bill. Look on 
page 38,line 11, section 601. 

It is a fiexible bill. In fact, there is 
so much fiexibility in this bill and trans
ferability that I would regard it as a 
legislative monstrosity, without any 
controls, checks, or crite1ia whatever. 

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MEADER. I yield to the gentle
man from Florida. 

Mr. HALEY. In this bill there is 
something for everybody except the 
American people, the American tax
payer, who has to pay the bill. Is that 
not about the substance of it? 

Mr. MEADER. The American tax
payer is certainly going to have to foot 
a lot of bills. 

It ls not only that. We have been 
talking about $8.8 billion provided for 
economic development. I have not yet 
found anybody who knows why that 
figure was picked. There does not seem 
to be even in the illustrative presenta
tions such as have been made in the 
annual appropriation processes of the 
past. The figure of $8.8 billion appears 
to have been picked out of the air. It 
might have been $10 billion or $2 billion. 
There is not a shred of evidence I have 
heard anywhere to prove that this $8.8 
billion is the amount of money needed to 
do the job. 

This is also a surplus property dis
posal bill. Look at section 608 on page 
46, line 3, to page 47, line 19. 

Do you realize that all foreign excess 
property, whatever the amount, is avail
able for the economic part of this pro
gram? It will never be sold. In addi
tion domestic surplus property to the 
extent of $35 million in any 1 year is 
a so-called advance fund. 

Now, we have generated in 1959 $1.3 
billion worth of foreign excess property; 
in 1960, $1 billion, and in the 9 months 
of 1961, $700 million. Now, these 
amounts, by the sections I have referred 
to, are made available for aid to schools 
and hospitals overseas with American 
sponsors. 

By the way, we have Federal aid to 
education in this bill. Look at section 
214, pages 12 and 13. 

Now, H.R. 8400 waives all kinds of 
restrictions and standards for contract
ing except for the Renegotiation Act. 
Look at page 75. 

H.R. 8400 waives civil service classi
fication laws on certain personnel. 

And, this is a good one. I just heard 
the gentleman refer to Cuba. It permits 
aid to Cuba if the President wants to 
give it. Look at page 61. Then look at 
the very next sentence which says that 
no aid shall be given to any country 
dominated by international Commu
nists. This is a rather inconsistent pro
vision, in my judgment. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MEADER. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. And there is one pro
vision in the bill which says that the 
President can disregard any law with 
respect to how he peddles this money. 

Mr. MEADER. Now, the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. FAScELLJ referred to 
information available to the Congress. 
But, I want to draw your attention to 
the provision on page 60, line 19. In 
existing law the Inspector General is 
required to make available to the Gen
eral Accounting Office and the commit
tees of Congress, at their request, in
formation in his possession. And, in 
case he does not, there are teeth in 
existing law which provides for shutting 
funds off for the expenses of that office. 
But, that provision has been deleted in 
H.R. 8400 and it was consciously deleted. 

And, I must say I recall earlier this 
year commending President Kennedy for 
the statement he made in his state of 
the Union message that he would not 
withhold information from the Congress, 
and I commended him for having made 
Dean Rusk retract his instructions to 
State Department witnesses not to tes
tify or provide documents to the Hardy 
committee that concerned wrongdoing in 
connection with the aid program. 

But I must say that if this provision 
becomes law without the present protec
tion that is in the existing statute, there 
has been a complete reversal of the ad
ministration on this matter of providing 
access to information of Congress and 
the General Accounting omce; and I 
will have to take back the nice things 
I said about Mr. Kennedy. 

Mr. Chairman, this is also a full em
ployment bill. One of the arguments 
advanced is that this is going to furnish 
700,000 jobs. 

This bill provides on page 52, line 
19, for unlimited delegation and re
delegation of authority and implies a 
continuous power in the President to 
reorganize any agencies responsible for 
this program. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MEADER. I yield to the gentle
man from Florida. 

Mr. FASCELL. With respect partic
ularly to the section about information 
of the Inspector General the gentleman 
is right that that provision was taken 
out of that particular section of the bill, 
but it was reinserted and made appli
cable to the entire bill on page 76, in 
section 632, subsection (c). 

Mr. MEADER. I am familiar with 
that. 

Mr. FASCELL. The gentleman will 
agree, will he not, that the fund cutoff 
provided for in subsection <c) of section 
632 is applicable to the entire bill, in
cluding the Inspector General? 

Mr. MEADER. At page 77, line 5, all 
that has to happen-this is language 
inserted in the Senate a couple of years 
ago, and both the gentleman from Vir
ginia and I voted against the conference 
report on that occasion because of the 
insertion of that language-all the Presi
dent has to do to deny information to 
Congress is to certify that he does not 
want to give it or that he has forbidden 
the furnishing thereof pursuant to such 
a request and give a reason for it. 

Mr. FASCELL. Is not that what the 
President would do, anyway, if he so 
desired. 

Mr. MEADER. I was told-and I 
would like to ask the gentleman if it is 
so-that the gentleman sought to strike 
that language in the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

Mr. FASCELL. I surely did, because I 
thought it was an unnecessary restate
ment of a proposition of law that I do 
not happen to believe in. 

Mr. MEADER. The gentleman does 
not mean to imply that he accepts the 
claim made by the bureaucrats that 
there is executive privilege to deny in
formation to Congress? 

Mr. FASCELL. The gentleman is ab
solutely right; I do not imply that at all. 
As a matter of fact, r never held that 
there was an inherent power under the 
Constitution to withhold. I think the 
Constitution reads just the other way 
around. Nevertheless, I agree with the 
gentleman, there is no point to try to 
resolve this issue by legislation, because 
it is either constitutional or not. But 
from a practical standpoint, does not the 
gentleman agree that if the President 
gets an issue on which he determines he 
wants to withhold, that he will; and he 
may or may nat assign his reason. So 
that while I would just as soon not see 
the lines on page 77, lines 5, 6, and 7, I 
cannot see where it changes anything 
from a practical standpoint. 

Mr. CHIPERFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. DOOLEY]. 

Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
situation calls for candor, and I shall 
be candid. I rise in support of H.R. 8400. 
I realize, however, that the real issue at 
hand is the controversial provision for 
long-term financing over a period of 5 
years. Because it is my considered judg
ment that herein lies the essence of the 
bill before us this afternoon, I want it 
to be clearly understood that I strongly 
support this form of financing, errone
ously named back-door spending. 

I do so for a number of reasons. First, 
I supported former President Eisenhow
er's similar request for borrowing au
thority by the Development Loan Fund 
in 1957. 

In his message to Congress on the 
mutual security program of that year, 
President Eisenhower pointed up the 
limitations of the then existing mutual 
assistance plan, by stating that the need 
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for annual appropriations led "to the 
establishing -of lev-els of -aid for each 
country that have to be :prematurely for
mulated." He went ·on to -add that 
"sound econ-omlc development is not a 
year-to-year undertaking but a continu
ing process." 'The late ,JohnFoster Dul
les was equally convinced of the need for 
long-term financing. And when the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. SELDEN] 
offered his amendment from the floor 
4 years ago to eliminate the Development 
Loan Fund's autnority to borrow from 
the Treasury, I voiced my disa'J)provat 

I agreed with the multiyear financing 
principle when it was requested by Pres
ident Eisenhower and his Secretary ·of 
State, and ·:r am willing tG do likewise 
now that it has been sougnt by President 
Kennedy. 

In this connection, I do not qu-estion 
tbe judgment o-r sincerity -of those on my 
side of the a1s1e who~ more out of a sense 
of loyalty than personal -conviction, re
luctantly supported -the last administra
tion's -r-equest in thls Tegard and. wno 
have now reversed tb-e'ir position. I do, 
however, wonder about those who will
ingly su!'ported long-term fu:lancing in 
1957, -and wno, now may reverse them
selves. 

I ·say this because the R~publtcan 
Party'.s position with respect t ·o foreign 
aid is 'One ·of which I am justly proud. 'I 
would like to Temind my eolleagues tbat 
it waf; the "SS-called do-nothil'lg Repub
lican Congress whi.ch, in l-948, _passed the 
Economle Coo.Peratlon Act, cc>ntaining 
borrowing -authority, and over a billion 
dollars of loans w-ere made available as 
a re8ult of this legislati-on. 'It was dur
ing the so ... ca'Hed eomplacent fifties that 
a RepU:bliean administration recogn1zed 
the need to -eontinue these programs at 
a steady :pace. 'It was '8. Republican Pres
ident 'Who asked for a completely new 
approach to our Latin American devel
opment a'Bsistance programs. 

I would like to :amrm my belief that 
this bill before 1:1s will not sap the powers 
of Congress to t1le extent maintained by 
its "Crimes. On the centrarw, under the 
present limitations -of anRual appropria
tions the powers of Congress are all too 
oftem restrieted to merely Teacting to a 
"Series of crises as JJbey ·arise. As 'i:he late 
senator Arthur Vandenberg wrete 1n 
194'7-: 

The trouble ls that these crlses never reach 
Congress 1Wltll 'they have developed 1;;o a 
point Where .congressional diseretlo-n is pa
tllettc!llilly Testr.tcted. 

These words of wisdom have equal 
application to tbe pr.esent debate. 

The Congress has traditiona-l.l,y dele
gated much of its :power to the Ch'ief 
Executiv-e durlng wartlm.e. .I feel that 
the present times ,call for a similar trust 
in tbe Cblei ExeeBtive qy tbe Members 
of Congress. Less than "2 w,eeks ago the 
draft program of the Soviet ·Communist 
Party was xeleased to tbe press. The 
draft asserts that capitalism and com
:n:t~nism are engaged .in a critical emnpe
tltwn !or favor wlth the underdeveloped 
.countt1es; and 1t went on to say com
munism 1s bound to win because it has 
a more e1ftc1ent,. Tapid, 'better :planned . 
system :!or llftin,g people out of daT'kness 
and wverty. 

I believe that statement grossly under
estimates the determination of not only 
the free world but also the dignity and 
vitality of the ·unoommitted "peoples. 1: 
fear, however, that the program avail
able to Premier Khrushchev is often in
deed more efficient and rapid than ours. 
With a recently instituted program 
which is only a fraction as large as ours 
the Communist bloc nations have bee~ 
able to keep us <>ff balance now and in 
the past in all too many instances. 

'Mr. Chairman., we must act to correct 
this deficiency now. 

MT. MERROW. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOOLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from New Hampshire. 

Mr. MERROW. I take this oppor
tunity to congratulate tne gentleman on 
·a most .excellent statement, straightfor
ward, convincing, and logical I am in 
'Complete accord with what he has said. 

Mr. DOOLEY. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman 
'Will the g-entleman yield? ' 

Mr. DOOLEY. I y~eld to the gentle
man from New Jersey. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. May I compli
ment the gentleman .on the .consistency 
he has shown on this subject bath under 
ltlhe administration of President Eisen
hower rand the present .administration. 

1\h". DOOLEY. I thank the gentle
man. 

. Mr. CHIP.ERFIELD. Mr. 'Chairman, 1: 
:yield 5 minutes to the dis'tinguishe<! rgen
tleman from Vermont [Mr. 'STAFFORD~. 
. M~. 'STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise m wholehearted support of the ne
cessity for a substantial and etrective 
]>rogram -of fo-reign aid. It 1s the most 
:Promising instrumentaUty by which we 
c.an hope to advance the soclal and eco
nomic at'tainments .of peoples less for
tunate than our.selves. Humanitarian 
~o~siclerations therefore require it :of us. 
It Is one of the most effective weapons 
we possess for winning the cold war 
~elf -preservation therefore, also ..require~ 
It of us. 

F.or we cannot escape :the cold war. 
We have no choice. The Communlsts 
have chosen to make us their enemies-
not we they. To abandon foreign aid at 
tbis point would be to capitulate in the 
cold war--'S.ction ·which is intolerable. 

Furthermore, it is plain that an effec
tive foreign 'ltid progr.am needs to be 
based ·upm1 planning extended uver sev
~~B:l years. . Nevertheless, in ma:king pro
VISion to -allow such planning we must 
'aCt ·within the framewor'k of our own 
basie 1aw. To do otherwise is 'to 'Under
mine tbe vmy ,principles upon which our 
grea;tness restsA 

To me,, the .issue on this qaesti<:m is 
/Simple. On .January 3., 19.ol, all nf us 
took an oath to uphold the Constitutien 
:oi ~he ·united States. Article 1, 'Section 
:9 of that Constitution provides that wno 
mon-ey shall be drawn from the 'Treas
-ury, but in ~onsequence of appropriation 
made by Jaw.'-' . 

In my opinion the provisions of the 
legislation ,befGre us which authorizes 
Treasucy bo:rrowing over a .5-y.ear. ,PeliDd, 
violates the .spirit of tllis portion Dlour 
Constitution. · 

It is my fervent ho_p.e that its provi
sions authorizing 'TreaBury borrowing 
will be eliminated. ' 

They are nGt ~ssent1a1 to long-range 
p'lanmng. 

Sucn planning can as easily ta'k-e place 
under an authorization from Congress 
for a program 'Of foreign aid extending 
forward for -a period of y-ears. Four 
years would be -a · -sensible time period 
because it would rrot extend beyo-nd the 
administration's present term. Such au
tlrorization, requiring annual appropria
tions fTom Congress Ior its progressive 
implementation, would not do violence 
to our Nation~s organic law. 

I could enthusiastically support an 
amendment making such a change. 

I hope to ha-ve the opportunity of 
doing so. 
.Mr~ CHIPERFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield such time .as he may desire to the 
distinguished gentleman from Texas 
[Mr . .ALGER]. 

Mr~ ALGER~ Mr. Chairman, I am 
heartily opposed to this blll and I shall 
set forth a number of reasons for my 
opposition, any one -of which is rufficient 
to cause me to vote ,against it and to 
urge other.s oo vDte .against it~ .In my 
!()pinion it is absolutelY essential that we 
ta~e a long, hare look at the whole for
ergn-aid pt'Ogram SO that Jit may be re
ViSed to meet U.S. self-interest rather 
than to continue .as a glgantic worldwide 
welfare scheme paid .for by American 
~payers and which is .not achieving the 
goal of stopping :the sp.read of commu
nism . 

Is it too much :.to ask that we protect 
,our own peo_ple 'by taking the time to 
reviewthls.spendin_g program before au
thorizing :additional billions of the peo
ples• money? It seems to me to be just 
good commonsense that we at least try 
to do something to correct 1>ast mistakes, 
that we make an effart to correct the 
mis:handlmg of the program, to encour
age better administratiml of it .. and to 
eliminate waste, inefficiency~ and down
light disln:mesty. 'That is all I am ask
ing at this time, that we keep faith with 
the people we r-epresent by putting-a halt 
to the mutual security program .in · its 
_pr.esent iorm and rcevise it to malre it 
workable, to .save money, and tG bring 
it to an end. as soon as .,POssibleA 

Although ;r ha:ve mated the reasons 
for my Qpp-osition in the past, I wou1d 
like to Tepeat them once again because 
I believe they 'bear repetition. :I cannot 
emphasize too strongly the criticisms .of 
,the program brought out by a number <>f 
members of the Foreign Affairs Commit
tee in their minority v.iews contained in 
the repo.rt .on the bill we are now dis
cussing. 

F'.lrStA On _pa_ge :99 \Of the report, the 
.separate -views oi .eur collea,gue, the gen
tleman !rom Connecticut iMrA MoN
AGANJ.: 

No one who .has listened to the ev.idence 
of negll,gence_, misfeasance,. ,and .actual crim
inality in Laos, 1n 'Cambodia, ·amt in Peru, 
•can escape t'he conclusion that m too many 
instances tlle l)eople ~:tertng our .aid 
:programs .ha:ve been "Unequal to their .respon
slbillt.tes .Uld.. What 1s more tmporta,W;, t.ha t 
:those ofticlals J:n the m.iddle ranD of admin
Istration who .are the .real ma-nagers of the 
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program have shrunk from making the per
sonnel changes which are essential to proper 
administration. 

are assuming that other nations desire 
what we desire for them. For my part, 
I disapprove this presumption by us and 
believe it is one of the problems at the 
root of the present trouble in foreign 
aid. 

communism. As Justice Douglas is 
quoted as saying on page 109: 

As I see it, we will not have improved 
administration, closer supervision and 
better recruitment in the personnel ad
ministering our aid program, the result 
being increased ineffectiveness and 
greater and more widespread scandals 
than any we have heretofore seen. In 
the past, we have even witnessed other 
nations taking foreign aid from us to 
pay down their debt and/ or their taxes 
while our taxpayers go on footing the 
bill. 

Second. The loan financing is abso
lutely wrong as back-door financing, 
Treasury borrowing, instead of the ·an
nual authorization and appropriation 
procedure. The 5-year loan authority 
totaling $7.3 billion represents both a 
loss of congressional control and a loss 
of congressional scrutiny of the pro
grams annually. So there will be no 
possibility of reforms of the mistakes 
perpetuated in the program as the sup
plemental views on page 100 point out: 

For the past 10 years the mutual security 
program has been financed, with few excep
tions, on an annual authorization and ap
propriation basis. During that period the 
Congress has authorized $43.6 billion for 
military and economic programs. Against 
this it has appropriated $40.1 billion, about 
92 percent of the authorizations. 

So Congress certainly will continue to 
do its duty in the future as it has in the 
past, and as the supplemental views said 
again on page 103, a view which I share: 

In short, what we propose is a method of 
financing that would both give the Executive 
assurance of continued congressional sup
port of long-range programs and keep in the 
hands of the Congress its proper constitu
tional responsibility for annual review and 
determination of the overall size and cost 
of the program. 

Third. What is really needed is a com
plete review and revision of foreign aid 
legislation. This based on a self-interest 
policy statement of the United States 
related to each of the foreign countries 
and the goals we seek to achieve, as the 
additional views expressed it on page 
104 of the report: 

H.R. 8400 fails to meet the critical need as 
demonstrated by our world situation for new 
and practical vision; adequate new tools; 
built-in guarantees against repetition of 
former errors and miscreancy; and assur
ances of sufficient increased regard for U.S. 
interests. As sincere critics of past programs 
and past performances, we regret, perhaps 
more than others, that this new legislation 
fails to meet either our anticipations or the 
need. 

Fourth. Once again we make the mis
take of "dollar diplomacy" as though we 
thought throwing money at problems 
will solve them, that we can win friends 
and accomplish social reforms through 
the mere offering of money. Indeed 
there is not only doubt over the correct
ness of the specific social reforms re
lated to the recipient nations but at the 
least a brash arrogance on our part in 
propagandizing what these social re
forms should be. The respective cul
tures and standards of living of each 
foreign nation does not necessarily con
form to our own and we presumptuously 

Fifth. In view of both our domestic 
and foreign spending, a period of deficit 
financing, this bill is not fiscally respon
sible. Indeed the bill and the report 
clearly show that no one knows the total 
cost; which is between $30 billion over 
the next 5 years as explained on page 
105 of the report and $36.6 billion as the 
report quotes Senator BYRD on the same 
page, including on page 106 an itemiza
tion of the yearly cost for the total pro
gram. This profligate spending most 
assuredly will necessitate further in
crease of the debt ceiling. 

Sixth. Concerning the loans which 
total in themselves $7.3 billion over 5 
years, as the report says, there is no cer
tainty as to the terms and conditions 
imposed on each and every loan. It will 
be possible for the Executive to make 
low- or no-interest-bea1ing loans and 
long-term loans as long as 50 years with 
no principal payments in the first 10 
years. Mr. Chairman, this is fiscal in
sanity, not a sensible businesslike pro
gram for our world neighbors. 

Seventh. Mr. Chairman, I am heartily 
opposed to the tremendous increase in 
Executive power and ·control of spend
ing. I am opposed to Congress delegat
ing its authority, remembering my oath 
to support the Constitution and believing 
this abrogation of our oath to be uncon
stitutional. As the report states on 
page 108: 

In this bill there are 51 grants of discre
tionary power to the President and 18 
authorizations to disregard other laws which 
apply to foreign aid. While many of these 
grants of power have been in previous for
eign aid legislation, in one form or another, 
it must be taken into consideration that 
heretofore the authorization has been 
limited to 1 year. 

And then again on page 111 we are 
reminded of article 1, section 9, of the 
U.S. Constitution, which provides: 

No money shall be drawn from the Treas
ury, but in consequence of appropriations 
made by law. 

Most assuredly this loan provision 
violates the spirit, if not the letter, of 
this constitutional provision. 

Eighth. Any studious reading of the 
bill is confounding because of the ambi
guities of the provision within the bill. 
As the 1·eport says on page 108: 

The fact remains, as is clearly visible to 
Members of Congress reading the legislation, 
that indefinite provisions, open extensions of 
authority, waiving of previous laws, etc., 
make it exceedingly difficult to discover and 
estimate the exact degree of power that is 
being yielded by Congress to the executive 
branch. Even friends of the program have 
termed this bill a "legislative monstrosity." 
In fact, it might be said that Members who 
vote for this bill if, in fact, anyone, could 
not possibly know all that he is voting for. 

Ninth. Foreign aid in the past and 
in this bill is not only failing to achieve 
its objectives, witness the growth of 
communism during our huge outpouring 
of money, but is self-defeating, causing 
us to lose, not win, the struggle with 

The underdeveloped nations that received 
our aid are mostly worse off for it. * * * 
The main impa<lt of American foreign aid 
was to widen the gulf between rich and poor, 
helping to create the vacuum into which 
the Communists easily move. 

And then there is even less reason to 
commend and every reason to deplore 
the aid we have extended and continue to 
extend to Yugoslavia, Poland, India, and 
those nations overfriendly or neutral who 
do not share our belief in a free form of 
government and society like ours. 

Tenth. We are wrong again in this bill 
in committing other Congresses than 
this 87th and are violating our own con
gressional principles in so doing. For 
this reason we have always subscribed to 
the principle that each Congress must 
be free to work its will and not to be 
bound by a previous Congress. 

Eleventh. Throughout the bill there is 
the stressing of the need for protecting 
our international balance of payments. 

The grave danger we face in this con
tinuing outpouring of dollars is the fur
ther unbalancing of our international 
payments and jeopardizing our gold sup
ply. Since foreign nations hold approxi
mately the same dollar volume as we 
have gold, any "run on the bank" would 
deplete our gold supply. This further 
endangers our currency since approxi
mately $12 billion of our gold undergirds 
the dollar. It just does not seem possible 
that sensible men, in view of this situa
tion, would continue to give away dollars 
that can be redeemed in gold. It is al
most like committing fiscal suicide. 

Each year as we study foreign aid and 
are given countless instances of waste, 
mismanagement and downright foolish
ness, if not criminality, we swear we will 
improve our program and we do not. It 
is high time, in fact long overdue, that 
we took the responsible steps necessary 
to reassure our taxpayers and to sol
emnly warn the world that we intend to 
remain the leader economically, as well 
as militarily, and that we will not bleed 
ourselves to help those who are not help
ing themselves sufficiently or who dis
like us for the help, or complaining that 
we are not helping enough. Indeed we 
must remember that our military 
strength is premised on our economic 
strength and any weakening of our econ
omy through deficit financing, inflation, 
the wage-price spiral, imbalance of pay
ments, gold outflow, and the like, will 
weaken our defense posture and cause 
us to fall like a plum as the Communists 
have said without a shot being fired, 
permitting them to bury us. 

Once again, I would like to make the 
recommendations which I make each 
year as the starting point to clean up 
our foreign aid. These recommenda
tions are certainly at odds with the pres
ent bill and are as follows: 

First, that our traditional, generous, 
private charity and governmental grants 
to relieve disaster be continued; that we 
encourage the expansion of our private 
missionary efforts; second, that in coun
tries which we are morally obligated to 
defend and which are directly threat
ened with Red aggression, military as
sistance-for the time betng-should be 
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continued, but on a realistic basis; third_, 
that foreign aid which directly or indi
rectly promotes gove·rnments that are 
hostile to our constitutional concepts of 
government be terminated lmmedia"te'ly; 
fourth, that so long as governmental 
foreign aid is continued, the recipient 
should pay a part of the cost of the pro
posed project; that our aid should termi
nate when the conditions on which that 
request is based have been remedied; 
that private4 technical, scientific, and 
educational assistance be extended oruy 
to friendly peoples who seek our aid on 
a cash or IJ.oan basis; fifth, that until 
foreign aid is terminated, the Congress 
take steps :properly to exercise close su
pervision and -control over the manner in 
which all foreign aiu funds are 'being 
spent; that -an future economic aid, plus 
what can be salvaged from un~ended 
foreign aid funds, be diverted to and 
handled by the Export-Import Bank; 
sixth, drastically reduce or terminate 
foreign a1d until sufficient study -and 
self-interested U.S. policy has 'been for
mulated; -and seventh, that military mat
ters be 1-e!t rto our military and foreign 
affairs be left to the St-ate Department, 
and tneir existing organizations, so we 
can dismantle the huge 12,500-person 
foreign aid blilreauc:racy, and stop the 
duplication. of efforts.. aad certainly n0 
new employees. 

I cannot urg-e, too strongly, your at
tention to these facts I nave brougbt out 
and hope that you wfll join me in op
posing a bill which is not in the best 
interest of our own country. Let us take 
responsible action by voting this bill 
down and bringing out a revised foreign 
aid bill in keeping with the suggestions 
herein outlined. Until we do ·take action 
to p-rotect our {)Wn taxpayers, and our 
own economy, I will continue to vote 
against foreign aid as I plan to vote 
against this bill. 

Mr. BLOOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
~ ask unanimous 'Consent to revise an.d 
extend my remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the .J:eqaest :of the gentleman from 
Michlga>n~ 

There was no :ob~ection. 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 

if we are lucky, once in .a lifetime we 
have the privJ.lege of meeting a person 
who .epitomizes jl!lst about everything we 
could hope to see in ,a human being. 

We a:r.e very privileged to have a per
son of this undoubted 'Character .among 
us. Of course, I am speaking -of the 
gentleman from Minnesota, Rsepresenta
tive WALTER JUDD. 

He has devoted his life to God, to 
country and to healing the ills of his 
fellow men. His service in Congress has 
been exemplary. He is admired by his 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle. He 
bas been listened to by Presidents of 
both political parties. When he speaks, 
he who is wise listens. 

Let us go bac'k to a day some 20 years 
ago. There was one man who was trav
eling, speaking, warning America of im
mediate -danger. He was warning ·of the 
Japanese military buildup. He was 
wrurning America Gf imminent attarck. 
Dr. JUDD was de1i¥ering a 'Speech on the 

dangers of JaJ)anese ..militarlsm, of the 
danger that America, tbat 'the free world 
faced, on Sunday, December 7, 1'941., at 
tbe very .hour that the Japanese were 
.attacking Pearl Harbor. 

I wonder what Dr. Ju.nD•s critics were 
doing on that day, at that time. I won
der if they were warning of the dangers 
our 'Nation faced. I wonder if they fully 
saw what was taking place in Japan, if 
they would have realized its significance 
if they had seen. 

More than any man in this Chamber, 
Dr. JUDD realizes tllat the national sym
bol of our Nation is the -eagle, not the 
ostrich. 

More than any man in this Chamber, 
he realizes the f'Dlly of planting our head 
in the sand and leaving our tail in the 
air. 

Let us not emulate the ostrich. Let us 
face our problem on this issue of foreign 
aid squarely, ·decisively, firmly, with 
courage and resolution. Let us not per
mit wishful thinking to cloud our per
s:peetive. Let us not go fishing while 
the world around us boils in turmoil and 
upheaval. 

We are in the midst of another battle 
for our lives whether we like it or not. 
Thank God, this battle has so far been 
waged with assistance rather than arms, 
with words rather than weapons, with 
threats rather than the ultimate terror 
of hydrogen bombs and missiles. 

But none of us can deny that danger 
is around us, surrounding us, seeping 
into every corner and crevasse of our 
globe. Do we face this danger or do we 
point our tails in the air? 

Doctor JuDD knows the problem of 
communism intimately, because he knew 
the ·communists who are now pledged 
to our destruction while in China. He 
knows the atheism, tbe disregard for 
humans and bumanity of the Commu
nists, both as a missionary and a physi
-cian. 

He knows the insidiousness of theiT 
metbods, the ·slithering tactics which at
tempt to turn black into white and bad 
into good. 

U we had listened to Doctor JuDD the 
first time he spoke to us, w'ho can say 
how many lives we would have saved? 
Who can. say how many lost battles 
might have been 'Won? The shape of 
world history might have been decidedly 
different, if we bad listened. But "if" is 
a big word and we did not listen. 

We have another chance here today. 
Let us listen and heed his words. Let us 
realize what we face and take steps to 
save ourselves as well as our friends 
abroad. 

If our decision is wise, if we have 
learned our lesson, perhaps we will have 
a third chance. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimol!ls consent tbat the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. NrxJ may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. NIX. Mr. Chairman, I wish to 

oongratulate the. able and distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on For-

eign Affairs fo1· the patience, courtesy, 
and meticulous consideration shown 
tbmugh.ou.t the pr-esentation of testi
mony during the hearings .on this bill 
and dur.ing the debate -at the executive 
sessions tOf the conunittee. and equal 
JPr.ruse is .merited by all members of the 
committee fer their bi:illiant contribu
tions to the subject matter under discus
sion during the debate. There was evi
denced at all times an .appreciation of the 
gravity inherent in the decisions to be 
made -and in the ~onsequence of the 
judgment to be reached. 

The pe.ople of the United States .are 
.acutely aware of the present and im
mediate danger to the institution of 
freedG1ll represented by this Govern
ment. The Government of the United 
States .has been, and is .PreseRtly, -com
mitted to promote th.e foreign ,policy .. 
.security, and general welfare of the 
United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I can say to the Mem
bers 'Of this body that eve:cyone here has 
without doubt scanned every piece of 
literature available, read with the great
est of care every communication from 
constituents, listened to every rQsponsi
ble commentator, searched hls and her 
soul, listened with the greatest of care to 
the views of oolleagues and, after this 
effort, has concluded as I have-that no 
.appreciable segment of U.S. opinion is 
against foreign .aid. J:t can be said with 
equal emphasis that the limited .group of 
our citizens who oppose foreign aid
offer no alternative program and present 
no solution, logi-cail or otherwise, to the 
world problem of hunger, disease, and 
despair, or of our respoESibility as his
tory's most powerful Chris.tian nation.. 

J:t can be said that the Members .of this 
body azre;agreed that the Mutual Security 
Act of 1961 is essential to the security 
..and general welfare :of the people of the 
United States and must be supported. 

Mr. Chairman, most -of the discussion 
Df th~ President's request for long term 
borrowing authority to finance develop
ment loans has been concerned with the 
relation of the borrowing to congression
al procedures. In the course of the argu
ments which have been made, little has 
been said about what the President wants 
to do if the authority to borrow from the 
Treasury is granted, or of why he wants 
to do it. 

It seems te me that an orderly con
sideration of the issues involves three 
elements: 

First, and most important, does the 
President really need the uutbority he 
wants? I say this is most important, be
cause if he -does not really need this au
thority, the Congress should not get too 
excited about his request. If, on the 
other hand, ·the Congress is convinced 
that the granting of the authority the 
President requests is of great importance 
to the effectiveness of the foreign aid 
program, the Congress sh.euld use all of 
tts ingenuity to lind the means to grant 
the request. 

The second element to consider is 
whether the Cong,ress .can under our 
Constitution give the ·president the au
thority which he seeks. On this point it 
seems to me that rather than conduct a 
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new and exhaustive review of constitu
tional precedents, the Congress can safe
ly be guided by the fact that similar au
thority has frequently been granted in 
the past to the obvious benefit of our 
Nation-! cite the Reconstruction Fi
nance Corporation and the Tennessee 
Valley Authority as two examples-and 
without any apparent diminution of 
congressional prestige or authority. 

The third element to consider is 
whether or not Congress in granting this 
authority to the President would be giv
ing up controls that would not be in the. 
interest of the people whom we represent. 

There have been some rather con
fusing statements made about what the 
President wants to do. The President 
has requested the long term borrowing 
authority in order that he can make 
commitments to other governments up 
to 5 years in the future. He does not 
need nor does he seek this authority in 
order to make long range ·plans. The 
administrators of our foreign aid pro
gram at present plan for a 5-year period, 
and it is expected that they will continue 
to do so. 

I am sure all of us believe that our 
money should be made available to fi
nance programs of economic develop
ment only under conditions where our 
expenditures will produce results. All 
of us recognize that the key to success 
in the development of the less developed 
countries is not the availability of out
side capital, but rather the ability of the 
country to marshal its own resources. 
and assure their effective use. 

It is not unreasonable for us to be firm 
in dealing with a government seeking 
om··help and to say, "You must make the 
necessary reforms and show satisfactory 
progress or our money will not be forth
coming." We must look at the other 
side of the coin, however. If we are to 
make our aid contingent upon a course 
of action being followed by the recipient 
country, it is absolutely essential that 
that country have confidence that if they 
do the necessary things, they will get the 
money. 

The ability to make long-term com
mitments is very important. We have 
accumulated enough experience with our 
aid programs to know that in several 
countries economic development assist
ance has not turned out as well as we 
had hoped. Projects have been com
pleted, powerplants and factories have 
been built, but the impact of these de
velopments on the lives of the people 
has been disappointing. One trouble has 
been that basic economic, social, and 
governmental reforms have not taken 
place. If a country is to make percepti
ble progress in economic development, it 
has to have a tax system that does not 
discourage commercial and industrial 
enterprises; it has to have a system of 
land tenure which gives the tiller of the 
land a direct benefit from increased 
production, and it has to develop govern
mental procedures which encourage 
rather than interfere with progress. 

dignity, and are very sensitive on these 
points. Consequently, about the best way 
that has yet been devised for dealing 
with this situation is for us to say to the 
governments seeking economic develop
ment assistance, "Work out in detail 
what you want to do, then we will agree 
with you as to how much money we will 
make available; and then if you do your 
part, we will do ours." 

The ability to make commitments over 
a period of several years is essential if 
we are to. follow this procedure. 

Now, let us consider the problem in 
'terms of congressional pi·ocedures and 
,congressional authority. If it is impor
tant for the United States to enter into 
long-term commitments, and it seems to 
me that this clearly is the case, we have 
to consider whether or not there is a 
better means available than borrowing 
from the Treasury. 

No one has yet presented a real alter
native. None of the so-called com
promises makes possible the sort of long 
term commitments which the President 
wants to make. 

I recognize that there are many who 
say that the President really does not 
need authority to make long term com
mitments and that something less will 
be just as effective. This, it seems to 
me, involves a matter of judgment. The 
new administration has, in my opinion, 
carried out as comprehensive a review 
of our entire foreign aid operations as 
is possible and has utilized the services 
of the best available experts without re
gard to political affiliation. As far as I 
personally am concerned, I will accept 
the judgment of the President and his 
advisors on this point. 

It seems to me to be most unfortunate 
that there have been implications that 
there is something underhanded, deceit
ful or improper about the President's 
proposal that the Congress make funds 
for development loans available through 
the borrowing process rather than by the 
more common appropriation process. I 
am informed that at the present time 
there are 24 programs, each specifically 
authorized by the Congress, which are 
financed in this manner. In each of 
these programs, I am sure that the Con
gress approved financing by borrowing 
from the Treasury only because it was 
convinced that the programs would not 
be effective unless they could be assured 
of funds without having to rely on 
annual appropriations. 

I do not believe that it is fair to say 
or to imply that Congress in approving 
these programs found that there was no 
proper or honorable way to meet the 
problems involved and, therefore, re
sorted to procedures which were ir
regular. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the balance of our time to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. O'HARA] to 
close debate. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Chair..: 
man, with all due respect for all my col
leagues, I wish to say at the outset that 
I am standing with the President of the 
United States. I stood with the Presi.:. 
dent of the United States when he was 
not of my political party when he made 
a decision on a matter of foreign policy, 
and I voted with him. No constituent of 
mine criticized. me because I had a 100-

, percent record ·of · standing ·with the 
President of the United States when our 
country faced danger and our security 
required a show of national unity. A di
vided United States in great crises, strik
ing at our very survival, cannot combat 
the designs and ward off the blows of the 
world of communism. 

I would be taking the same position 
today if Mr. Nixon were in the White 
House and if he had made the decision. 
This is no time for the playing of poli
tics. I trust all my colleagues will di
vorce themselves completely from con
sideration of partisanship. 

Mr. Chairman, I am speaking only for 
myself. I am thinking of the situation 
in Berlin. I am thinking of the people 
from West Berlin at the barbed-wire 
fence separating East Berlin. I do not 
want the Communist police of East Ber
lin over that barbed wire to taunt those 
in West Berlin on the other side of the 
wire by shouting out that the President 
of the United States, who was their 
friend and defender, was turned down by 
the Congress of the United States. I do 
not want Khrushchev to be able to say 
all over the world, which he will say, and 
it will be broadcast, that President Ken
nedy, the new President of the United 
States, facing dangers and problems that 
never before were faced by any Presi
dent, was turned down in the House of 
Representatives of the Congress of the 
United States on the grounds that the 
Congress could not trust the President 
with the tools necessary to lift the new 
nations of the world to stability, abun
dant economies, and lifted horizons of 
human living_ for all their peoples. 

Mr. Chairman, ringing in my ears as 
I stand in this well, in the closing min
utes of an historic debate, are the words 
of the gentleman from Virginia, chair
man of the Committee on Rules [Mr. 
SMITH], uttered when the rule was under 
consideration. There are just 19 words. 
And, long after the thousands of words 
which have followed have been forgot
ten, these 19 words will stand out as epit
omizing the issue before us. Let me at 
the very beginning of my remarks re-
peat these 19 words of the gentleman 
from Virginia: 

I have never been as deeply worried about 
the future of my country as I am at this 
time. 

It is becoming more and more clear 
that we cannot go around giving orders 
to the governments and the people of the 
underdeveloped countries. They are very 
conscious of their sovereignty and the:ir 

Mr. Chairman, the big issue before 
the House is whether or not the borrow
ing authority sought by the President 
will make an important contribution to 
the effectiveness of our foreign ~id oper
ations. If we are convinced that it is 
important for the President to have this 
authority, we have ample precedent for 
doing so. As far as I am concerned, a 
back door is just as p.ecessary, just. as 
useful, and just as honorable as a front 
door. 

Mr. Chairman, neither the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. SMITH] nor the gen
tleman from Illinois is young. Together 
we have seen the decades pass, more 
than seven decades. They have been 
freighted with crises and they have been 
decades during which the youth of our 
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land, four times, has marched off to fight 
and to win a war, and each war has left 
its scars. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] Seventy-nine 
Members are present, not a quorum. 
The Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

(Roll No. 154] 
Ayres Griffin 
Byrnes, Wis. Harrison, Va. 
Dawson Harsha 
Derwinski Holifield 
Fallon Kearns 
Garland Mason 
Gray O'Brien, N.Y. 

Peterson 
Powell 
Rabaut 
St. Germain 
Santangelo 
Slack 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. MILLS, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
H.R. 8400, and finding itself without a 
quorum, he had directed the roll to be 
called, when 414 Members responded to 
their names, a quorum, and he submitted 
herewith the names of the absentees to 
be spread upon the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Illinois [Mr. O'HARA] is recognized. 
Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I will be 

happy to yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts. Just 

before the rollcall the gentleman from 
Illinois was quoting with his usual elo
quence some words of the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. SMITH]: 

I want to say to you that I have been here 
for a long time, but I have never been as 
deeply worried about the future of my coun
try as I am at this time. 

The implication I got was that the 
gentleman had been speaking about the 
c1isis in foreign affairs and was indi
cating that the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. SMITH] was worried on that 
account. Was that the implication that 
the gentleman from Illinois intended to 
leave with this House? 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I will make 
it clear to the intelligent gentleman, 
my colleague on the committee, exact
ly my interpretation. I do not think 
that the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
SMITH] ever deals in idle words. I do 
not think he is scared of the shadow. 
I do think he is concerned, worried as 
never he has been before, by the un
rest in a changed world, by Berlin, by 
Laos, by the signs of danger and pend
ing explosions everywhere. Judge SMITH 
is not the man to hide his face in the 
sandpiles. 

Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts. Be
fore that he was talking about back-door 
financing. To me, sir, his worry was 
on that subject and not on the subject 
to which the gentleman from Illinois 
made allusion. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. · It will be a 
mat.ter of interpretation. Let me repeat 
the words. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. I do not know whether 
the gentleman from Massachusetts is 
trying to imply that anybody should not 
be worried about the state of the world 
and our position in it or not, but if he 
is, he had better take another look. 

Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts. I do 
not think my friend who has just spoken 
was here when the matter to which I 
referred was spoken from the rostrum, 
and that was a quotation from the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. SMITH], 
which I submit was applied in a sense 
never intended by the gentleman from 
Virginia. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Let me re
peat the words of the gentleman from 
Virginia: 

I have never been as deeply worried about 
the future of my country as I am at this 
time. 

Neither the gentleman from Virginia 
nor the gentleman from Illinois is young. 
Together we have seen the decades pass, 
more than seven decades. 

Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts. Will 
the gentleman read the next sentence? 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I do not 
think that is necessary. If the gentle
man from Massachusetts will be patient 
with me, we may come to an under
standing of what was deep in the mind 
and heart of Judge SMITH when those 
19 words, quietly spoken, emerged from 
deep within him. The seven and more 
decades that the gentleman from Vir
ginia and the gentleman from Illinois 
have passed as observers and partici
pants in human affairs have been dec
ades during which the youth of our land 
four times has marched off to fight and 
win a war, and each war has left its 
scars. 

The gentleman from Virginia is a 
patriotic gentleman of statesmanlike 
stature. He is honest in the use of his 
words. 

He has been in too many controversies 
over laws and legislative procedure to 
believe that any question of legislative 
decorum, however interested in it he 
might be, would cause him to fear for 
the future of his country as never he 
had feared before. 

What was in his mind? What fear 
was gripping at his heart? What 
caused him to say that never before had 
he been so worried about the future of 
his country? Surely it could not have 
been because in the pending legislation 
we were falling back upon the means of 
financing that always had been our bul
wark in times of great national danger. 

My colleagues, next to war there is 
nothing more devastating than a deep 
depression. I went through the last 
depression. I saw the generation of my 
prime deprived of its savings, stripped 
of its · means of livelihood, thrown into 
a sea of hopelessness when all that was 

left were faith in the future and cour
age to weather the storm. 

When banks were closing as popping 
popcorn, when factories were closing 
their doors, when unemployment was 
spreading as a plague and there were 
no jobs, a helpless and economically 
prostrate nation fell back on RFC and 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt, speaking to 
a nation deep in the wilderness of de
spair, calmed the nerves of his country
men and gave fresh courage and faith 
when he said, "We shall borrow from 
ourselves to save ourselves." Did any
one rise then, hold high his hand, and 
shout: "Hold. You cannot do it. It is 
better that our people should perish of 
hunger because this is 'back-door' 
spending?" 

In the years preceding the outburst 
of World War II problems of grave con
sequence and demanding of immediate 
attention came, and again in time of 
emergency and of immediate danger the 
Nation turned to Treasury borrowing. 
The Export-Import Bank was created 
by Executive order, later by legislation 
established as a permanent institution. 
Again, my colleagues, the Nation in a 
time of danger turned to Treasury bor
rowing. Yes, then there were timid 
souls and there were glum predictions 
of what would come. Yet, 25 years 
after the Export-Import Bank was given 
the authority to borrow from the Treas
ury, at the presenr time up to $7 billion, 
the Export-Import Bank has made a 
profit of $260 million after paying off 
all losses. 

Again we faced a crisis. Our farmers 
were in distress. Their income was in
sufficient to meet the needs of livelihood 
and we remembered how the great de
pression of the 1920's started when the 
agricultural economy was in the same 
low estate. Again an emergency, again 
a danger that could destroy our Nation, 
and we gave the CCC the authority to 
borrow from the Treasury. 

So, my colleagues, it seems crystal 
clear that the only question we are 
called upon to decide is the danger of 
our Nation in the present world of up
heaval, whether the conditions of this 
troubled world demand of us compla
cency or action. And, I think that was 
what was in the mind and the heart of 
Judge SMITH when he said that never 
before had he been so worried about the 
future of his country as at this moment. 
The gentleman from Massachusetts 
may place, if he wishes, a different in
terpretation. He may envision no dan
ger in the world in which we live. 

I can speak only for myself. I have 
respect, and deep respect, for the sin
cerity of the thinking of all my col
leagues. When once conviction is strong 
and conscience is the dictator of his 
words and of his actions one must speak 
what is in his mind and in his heart. 
I think that in the program the Presi
dent has proposed is the only hope we 
have. That I believe. 

I am 79. I do -not -wish my chil
dren and my grandchildren and the 
children and grandchildren of other men 
and of women, regardless of where they 
live, to be born into another period in 
which youth must kill youth, or be killed 
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by youth. I have always been afraid of 
a race of armaments. I was a young man 
when France and Germany were in a 
race of armaments. We, then far away, 
wondered how people could be so foolish. 
Well, those races of armaments resulted 
in the First World War, and then World 
War II. I do not want that to happen 
again. Yet now we are in the most dan
gerous race of armaments the world has 
ever known. Let evil design or even ac
cident result in the first step, and the 
civilization so many generations in so 
many centuries have struggled and sacri
ficed to build will be destroyed. The 
only hope, the last lone hope is in this 
program which the President of the 
United States now has recommended. 

Mr. Chairman, fortunately, the cold 
war presently is on the economic front. 
Communism will not take the step of 
suicide if communism can win by wrest
ing from the free world the new develop
ing nations with such potentialities that 
once they are developed, the rest of the 
world cannot live without them. 

My colleagues, we are losing these new 
nations one by one. Let me read you 
just a few words relating to Guinea. 
Because we could not plan with them on 
a long-term basis we missed the boat, and 
Russia moved in and Czechoslovakia and 
Red China and many other of the Com
munist states. They furnished $200 mil
lion in immediate aid. Now we are con
cerned about Guinea simply because at 
the time we could not act quickly enough 
and the Communists moved in. 

Mr. Chairman, an Ambassador came to 
see me from the Far East. In his coun
try, friendly to the United States, they 
needed something in the nature of a 
vocational school to educate their tech
nicians. We had to wait; there had to 
be the long uncertain delay of going to 
the Congress. The Russians moved in 
immediately, furnished the capital for 
the school, brought in their Communist 
technicians, and we lost that country. 

We are losing the world, country by 
country, and only because dictatorial 
communism has been hitting at the 
weakness of a democracy when the spirit 
of democracy is lost in the fog of inter
pretations of who has authority to act 
and why. 

All that is proposed is to place our 
Government in the position of sitting 
down with the leaders of the new na
tions and formulating programs where
by in a period of 5 years they can be 
started on a sound basis in the improve
ment of education, the building of their 
economy, the taking of the necessary 
steps that must be taken if a nation is 
going to stand on its own feet. All this 
requires planning, long-range plan
ning, but it is nonsense to say there can 
be long-term planning without assured 
long-term financing. The objective 
cannot be reached if our Government 
deals with its hands tied. That is just 
commonsense. All we can say to the 
new countries that wish to be our 
friends: "Yes we will go along with you 
as far as we can. We do not know 
what is going to happen next year, so it 
has to be year by year planning. 

That setup has been responsible for 
all the failures we have had in the for-

eign-aid program. That is why we 
have given so much money and received 
so little in return. 

Now under President Kennedy~s pro
gram we would sit down as partner with 
the new nations in an undertaking to 
conquer the futw·e for the common 
good. 

I have heard aid loans referred to as 
grants, as giveaways. Nothing is fur
ther from the fact. They are invest
ments in the future in which we are 
coadventurers with . the new nations, 
partners with them in the enrichments 
of the future. 

Under the President's program we will 
respect the dignity of the new sovereign 
nations by abandoning any semblance of 
patronage and instead of the position of 
a patron will rest ow· relationship on the 
basis of partnership, partners with them 
in their planning, in their dreams, in 
their expectations, and in the end we 
will share with them in the benefits. As 
partners we will build together a world 
of richness never approached, a demo
cratic world from which poverty, disease, 
and illiteracy will be erased and a world 
in which all men can spend their years of 
life in contentment, dignity, peace and 
usefulness. It is a world of utopia worth 
reaching for. We never may quite at
tain it. The reality may never fit com
pletely the blueprint of the dreams. But 
if we go forward with our President; 
with courage and with faith, each step 
will be an upward climb to the pinnacle 
of ow· objective. This is the path to 
peace. This is the course that is true to 
the American tradition. From the alter
nate route-the inevitableness of a cold 
war that remain unchecked-from that 
route. I close my eyes. 

Lead on, Mr. President. With faith 
in our national destiny as the instru
ment of service to all mankind, with 
courage and with vision of a tomorrow 
brighter in sunshine that the day pre
ceding your countrymen will follow. 

Just one word or two in closing. The 
loans we make will be paid back mani
fold even as a bread cast on the waters. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, yester

day I addressed my remarks to the prin
ciples expressed in section 102(e), the 
policy statement, and urged the House 
conferees to insist upon retaining that 
language. I expressed the belief that 
the State Department should adminis
ter the program to protect the rights of 
U.S. citizens to travel and engage in 
business without discrimination as to 
religion or race. 

Now I want to state my strong support 
for the Act for International Develop
ment as proposed by the new administra
tion. This new program, I believe, builds 
upon the constructive features of past 
programs, benefits from past mistakes 
and takes into account the foreseeable 
hazards of the future. It is a program 
which is calculated to provide a new 

basis for ow· own foreign policy of the 
.next decade. 

Much has been said in the recent 
past concerning the hopes and aspira
tions of the mass of . people in the un
derdeveloped parts of the world. Bl.lt 
we in the United States and in tlte 
other portions of the industrializl:d 
world sometimes fail to appreciate fulti 
these hopes and aspirations. As has 
often been stated but seldom appre
ciated, we are living in revolutionary 
times. But too often we have been 
identified with those who are attempt
ing to put down the revolution. Such 
a posture ill befits a 1~ation with a rev
olutionary past. It is as though we 
were to side with the British in 1776 
rather than our ancestors. 

For the first time in history it seems 
posible that the benefits of civilization 
may be distributed among all of the peo
ple everywhere. For the first time in 
history the people of the emerging 
countries see some reasonable hope and 
likelihood that their lot can be changed. 
The downtrodden people all over the 
world are beginning to strive to obtain 
the fruits of the 20th century for them
selves or at least for their children. By 
and large striving for modernization has 
taken place through the framework of 
national identification. Striving for 
nationhood and striving for industriali
zation have been equated in the minds 
of the masses of people in the underde
veloped countries. 

If we accept this view of the world
and it has been stated and restated 
many times-then we must view it dif
ferently than we have in the past. We 
must realize that change is the order of 
the day. 

The struggle for modernization is 
complicated by the Communist attempt 
to capture and lead the revolution. If 
we are to maintain freedom in the 
world, we must provide leadership and 
encouragement to the underdeveloped 
countries in their struggle for indus
trialization. Both the United States and 
the Soviet Union are engaged in a strug
gle to provide leadership to this new 
movement. Among the underdeveloped 
countries we do not have countries which 
we lost to the Communists. Rather, 
when the Communists capture a coun
try, it is because we have failed to aid 
and provide leadership to its revolu
tion. We have not lost a country; we 
have failed to seize an opportunity. 

The initiative can be seized through 
the new foreign aid program. When
ever a country makes economic and so
cial progress and eliminates poverty, 
disease, and ignorance, the seeds of 
communism are removed. Thus, the 
new foreign aid program is a primary 
tool in a dynamic foreign polic_y. 

The key to preventing future crises 
in the underdeveloped parts of the world 
lies with development. And this develop
ment must be more than just economic 
growth. Too often the benefits of eco
nomic progress are inadequately distrib
uted: The rich get richer and the poor 
get nothing. It is of interest to note 
that in Latin America the two countries 
with the highest per capita share of their 
gross national product were Cuba and 
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Venezuela. Cuba has already been lost; 
the situation in Venezuela has been 
ominous for some time. The lesson is 
clear: There must be a measure of social 
justice in all economic development in 
which we play a role. 

The new proposals for the foreign 
economic assistance program embodied 
in the Act for International Develop
ment are based upon the foregoing con
cepts. The long-term development of 
the underdeveloped countries is the goal, 
but the development process is long and 
arduous. Industrial development of the 
Western World took well over a hundred 
years. Unfortunately, we do not have so 
much time, and we do not have the rela
tive isolation that we had during the 
peaceful 19th century. The long-term 
approach now can mean only 5 or 10 
years-not 50 or 100. If there are not a 
considerable number of underdeveloped 
nations on the road to development by 
1970, the Communists will undoubtedly 
be in a position to capture the imagina
tion and lead the revolutionary march 
of the least developed nations. 

The development process is not a clear 
one. Although we are still reaping bene
fits from the Marshall plan far beyond 
its cost, its relatively easy success has 
made the foreign assistance program 
since that date appear somewhat un
profitable. But it must be remembered 
that the new foreign-aid program in
volves over three times as many coun
tries and about four times as many peo
ple. The Marshall plan involved 
industrialized countries with trained 
men and developed institutions tempo
rarily disabled by war; this effort in
volves the attempt to build institutions 
and train the personnel-as well as gen
erate industrial production. The leader
ship of the European countries was not 
only experienced, but it was capable of 
planning for the future and integrating 
its plans with others through the medium 
of the OEEC. The newly emerging coun
tries lack adequate leadership and have 
little or no experience in planning ahead. 
We are now faced with a greater chal
lenge than in Marshall plan days: 
The industrialization of underdeveloped 
countries. Our response must again 
match the magnitude of the challenge, 

A major feature of the new aid pro
gram is its recognition of the long-term 
nature of the development process. In 
order for recipient governments to plan 
on a long-term basis, we must provide 
assistance in their planning efforts and 
assurance of the availability of needed 
funds. In the past, assistance has been 
rendered largely upon a project basis. 
Although the projects were needed, fre
quently they did not provide the greatest 
impetus to development. The new long
range approach will make our aid more 
effective. 

A second major feature in the new 
program is also vital-the emphasis 
upon self-help. We can provide only a 
small portion of the total capital and 
technical assistance needed for devel
opment. But our assistance can provide 
the necessary margin for development 
if the recipient countries prepare them
selves for the task. The recipient coun
tries are going to have to take the nee-

essary-but often very difficult-steps 
toward tax and budgetary reform, mo
bilization of resources, land reform, ad
ministrative house cleaning, and other 
efforts that are related to the moderni,.. 
zation process. This requirement will 
be a string tied to our aid, and Secre
tary of State Rusk has stated that it 
will be an insistent one. But it is not a 
"political" string. We will simply re
quire recipient countries to make the 
most effective use of our aid. This is 
not an attempt to buy allies or votes 
but to "buy" more economic and social 
development with our funds than in the 
past. Although some may object that 
this constitutes interference in the in
ternal affairs of the underdeveloped 
countries, it should be remembered that 
participation is the free choice of each 
receiving country. Furthermore, we will 
simply help these nations · to make 
changes necessary to develop the coun
try and to meet the needs of their peo
ple. If the countries are to progress 
and if our aid is to be effective, internal 
reform must be achieved. 

Another major feature in the new pro
gram is the effort to obtain greater as
sistance from our industrialized allies, 
who will be asked to provide increasing 
amounts of aid to underdeveloped coun
tries. The long-term financing ap
proach helps achieve this purpose by 
allowing the United States to negotiate 
equivalent amounts from our allies. The 
recent aid package to India is an ex
ample. Not only was there an increased 
scale of participation by our allies, but 
the long-range approach was instru
mental in providing the impetus. 

The new program has changed the 
method of financing development lend
ing. The new means of such financing 
has been criticized as back-door spend
ing. When we have financed more than 
20 agencies' programs in an amount of 
over $100 billion over a period of almost 
30 years by this technique, it is a little 
late to attempt to defeat a program on 
that basis. The relevant question is 
whether or not this is the best way to 
finance the new program. It seems to 
me that there is as good reason to fi
nance this program in this manner as 
there was to finance the area redevelop
ment program; the veterans' loan pro
gram or the Housing Act by borrowing 
authority. This is a program in which 
dollars will be borrowed from the Treas
ury and reloaned. The reloans are re
payable in dollars. The need for the 
ability to make long-term commitments 
is central to the new program. Borrow
ing authority seems appropriate. 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Chairman, the bill 
we have been considering during this 
week is the Foreign Affairs Committee's 
response to the President's proposal that 
we undertake a decade of development. 

The need of assistance on an enormous 
scale to Latin America has been asserted 
by the administration. This is not the 
first time that we have recognized such 
a need in that part of the world. In 
1940, the Roosevelt administration pro
posed to increase the back-door financ
ing authority of the Export-Import 
Bank-the Bank's ability to borrow from 
the RFC-for the purpose of assisting 

Latin America. This proposal is instruc
tive for the present-day proposal. First, 
it asked for back-door financing of a 
program which the administration had 
not worked out in detail. Second, close 
congressional control of the program 
was refused. Third, 21 years later, de
spite the favorable position of Latin 
America during World War II and de
spite .aid extended by the United States, 
the whole area has made so little prog
ress that the administration is talking 
of a program 40 times as large as the 
program authorized by the Congress in 
1940. Let me read a few paragraphs 
from the record of that event. In a re
port filed by the Republican minority of 
the Senate Banking Committee, a report 
written by Senator Robert A. Taft, the 
following remarks appear: 

The money is to be borrowed on the credit 
of the Government of the United States, and 
loaned to foreign nations and their citizens 
to assist them in the development of their 
resources, the stabilization of their econom
ics, and the orderly marketing of their prod
ucts. Mr. Jesse H. Jones testified that he 
knew of no present plan for development of 
resources, stabilization of economics, or 
orderly marketing, and that he had no appli
cations for loans from any Latin American 
country. He asked for the power so that 
he might be in a position to pass on any 
such plan if it were submitted to him with
out submitting such plan to Congress. This 
seems to be a request that Congress abdicate 
its powers of determining how $500 million 
shall be spent in South America. (S. Rept. 
No. 2005, 76th Cong., 3d sess., minority 
views.) 

During the hearings in the House, 
Congresswoman Sumner suggested that 
when starting on a new proposition such 
as this it would be well to start off with 
a smaller authority, "and after that 
check up and see how it had operated." 
Jesse Jones replied that "You could not 
pass on each loan; you must trust the 
administration to somebody." The 
same sort of attitude continues in this 
administration-and although the state
ment is true that the administration 
must be entrusted to somebody-trust
ing does not solve the problem of allow
ing Congress to decide, in Miss Sumner's 
words, "whether we wanted to make 
more loans." 

The Export-Import Bank was granted 
borrowing authority in order to make 
loans. However successful or unsuccess
ful those loans may have been, the Latin 
American countries remain today in 
need of assistance. But they remain in 
need of internal reforms; reforms are 
far more important to their progress 
than loans from the United States. Un
less these countries put themselves on 
the right road to development, any aid 
from the United States will be a loss to 
these nations, and will strengthen the 
hand of the forces in those countries 
which have minimized progress and their 
contribution to the strength and pros
perity of the free world. 

The bill, which the House now is con
sidering, proposes for a third time to 
finance development loans through the 
back-door route. That method of fi
nancing was rejected by the Congress 
in 1957 and again in 1959, and now is 
proposed in an amount over four times 
as large as in 1957. 
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This House has spent many days this 
year-and many days in previous Con
gresses-debating the wisdom and the 
fiscal responsibility of granting to a Gov
ernment administrator the authority to 
borrow from the Treasury. Sometimes 
that authority is granted, sometimes it 
is withheld and the administration is 
required to follow the standard proce
dure of obtaining an appropriation. The 
debates on direct borrowing from the 
Treasury often are clouded by false is
sues. One such false issue is the asser
tion that opposition to back-door financ
ing comes only when Members of the 
House-or of the other body-are op
posed to the program for which this 
evasion of the appropriations procedure 
is sought. 

My own record on this point is clear: 
I am opposed to back-door financing, 
but I support foTeign aid. I voted for 
the European recovery program in 1948, 
Greek-Turkish aid, mutual defense as
sistance, and China aid in 1949. ECA 
funds in 1950, the extension of mutual 
secw·ity in 1953, and for the foreign aid, 
Development Loan Fund. military assist
ance and international development as
sociation bills in all of the subsequent 
years through 1960. I opposed the India 
food loan-an act that was financed 
through the back-door route. 

The administration's foreign aid bill 
proposes authority to borrow from the 
Treasury-the back-door route-for only 
about one-quarter of the year's foreign 
aid program. There is no mystery about 
the reasons for this proposal. The ad
ministration hopes that its appointed 
administrator will have a free hand to 
develop a continuous program. without 
being required to adjust the program if 
the Appropriations Committee finds a 
change is in order, either for balancing 
the Federal budget, or because the pro
grams are going slightly astray. 

There is another but less important 
reason, which in fact is little more than 
a pretext for borrowing authority. The 
pretext is that the development credits 
might in some cases be repaid in dollars, 
and might even yield some interest on 
the money loaned. The administration 
then could pay off some of its notes to 
the Treasury. The development aid 
under this pretext takes on the hue of a 
legitimate loan; it is not seen in its true 
light-a permanent expenditure of funds 
from the Treasury. 

A third reason for the bill, on that is 
not stated by the administration but is 
of very real importance, is that the ad
ministration wants to keep the Congress 
accustomed to approving the back-door 
route, so that it can be used if new do
mestic or international programs of an 
experimental nature are introduced into 
subsequent sessions of Congress. 

As a result of the numerous debates 
that have taken place in this and in 
earlier Congresses on the question of 
granting borrowing authority, most of 
us have developed some firm convictions 
on the subject, and will vote accordingly. 

I should like to introduce into the pres
ent debate a new consideration. The au
thority to borrow money from the 
Treasury is not necessarily an evil. If 
it is granted in accordance with es-

tablished procedures, when the money 
borrowed is paid out by the administra
tive agency on a loan program for which 
repayments may be received, the author
ity may be useful. 

There have been in operation for 
many years two programs financed in 
this way. These programs have proved 
beyond doubt their usefulness for aiding 
economic development within the United 
States. The Rural Electrification Ad
ministration and the Farmers Home Ad
ministration both are financed by au
thority to borrow from the Treasury. 
But it is not a back-door grant that 
these Administrations receive. The REA 
and. the Farmers Home Administration 
appear before the Appropriations Com
mittee each year to justify their pro
grams and to receive such additional 
borrowing authority-usable without fis
cal year limitations-as they are able to 
.justify. The borrowing authority of the 
REA was the first such authority to go 
through the appropriations process. It 
was created by an act originating in the 
House Committee on Appropriations, in 
. the Agricultural Appropriations Act of 
1948. The subcommittee chairman was 
Mr. DIRKSEN. 

The grant of borrowing authority to 
these two agencies puts them under pres
sure to look carefully at the quality of 
their loans, in order to make a record of 
repaying their own notes to the Treas
ury. Their annual appearances before 
the Appropriations Committee insure 
that their programs are reviewed accord
ing to established procedures, and that 
the only committee with any responsi
bility for balancing the budget, shall 
give these programs their proper posi
_tion each year among all the demands 
on the Treasury. 

A balanced, integrated financial plan 
'tor the Government, reflecting its cur
rent needs and resources, is possible only 
when one committee controls all access 
to the Treasury. Borrowing authority 
can be consistent with such fiscal re
sponsibility only if it originates in an
nual action of the Appropriations Com
mittee. The procedures used for REA 
and Farmers Home Administration may 
be applicable to the development credit 
program which is a part of the bill now 
before us. 

These procedures may be most appro
priate to the bill. . Members who know 
.the work of the Farmers Home Admin
_istration know that, in;lportant as is the 
money loaned by the Administration to 
farmers, the guidance given to the bor
rowers in putting that money to produc
tive use is even more important. The 
same generalization can be made about 
the development credits for the Decade 
of Development which th~ President has 
proposed to us. Loans to the developing 
nations will be useful for their develop
ment to the extent that they pay for 
development, and useless or worse to the 
extent that they merely represent mak
ing available money or projects for the 
enrichment of interests which stand in 
the · way of development of those 
countries. 

To insure that development credits 
actually pay for development, a higher 
quality of planning and supervision must 

be achieved in the future by the lender, 
the U.S. Government. If borrowing 
authority is granted to an· administra
. tor who is responsible to the Congress 
only as a matter of form, because his 
authority is laid out and made available 
years in advance, the Congress will have 
no effective means of insuring that plan
·ning and supervision will be of better 
quality than in the past. The power of 
closing the purse must be kept available 
for prompt use. If borrowing authority 
is to be granted for foreign aid develop
ment loans, it must be granted yearly, 
in a bill that originates in a committee 
holding power to close the purse so that 
its recommendations for efficient admin
istration will be effective. 

The shift of borrowing authority from 
a single grant extending for 5 years to 
an annual grant given by a regular ap
propriation act would have these ad
vantages: 

First. Congressional recommendations 
-to correct the administration's depar-
-tw·es from congressional policy guide-
lines would be made effective immedi
·ately. 

Second. Adjustments of program 
needed in a rapidly changing interna
tional scene could be made promptly. 

Third. Alinement of the program with 
the fiscal situation of the United States 
would be readily possible. 

When borrowing authority is granted 
to the executive branch, in a bill such 
as the one we are debating, the Congress 
does retain overall power of control over 
the agency. But the crucial fact is that 
the Congress cannot control the agency 
and its program immediately, as it could 
if authority emanated from an annual 
bill reported by the Appropriations 
Committee. 
- The Government has had experience 
with correcting the programs of agencies 
which are financed through the back
door route. That experience can be char
acterized correctly in a very few words. 
When some error in administration is 
found by the General Accounting Office 
during its continuing audits, or by a 
committee of the Congress, the adminis
trator may be persuaded to correct the 
fault. But if he refuses, then the Ap
propriations Committee can only ad
monish the administrator at the annual 
hearings on his administrative expense 
limitation--or disrupt the program by 
refusing administrative expense funds. 
Beyond that, the Congress can consider 
audit report recommendations made a 
year or more after the events have trans
pired, and after a year or two of ex
amination and debate, enact legislation 
to correct the fault. 

Briefly, the Congress is not organized 
in a way that permits it promptly to cur
tail or revoke the funds of an agency 
which is financed by borrowing from the 
Treasury on a continuing limitation 
granted by a legislative committee. On 
the other hand, the Congress is organ
ized so that it can supply consistently 
from year to year the funds. needed for 
any program, through appropriations. 
It can make a long-term authorization, 
with annual appropriations~ or can make 
annual grants of borrowing authority, 
and adjust the amounts quickly, without 
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sensational investigations, disruption of It is vital, in the literal sense of the construction Finance Corporation. It 
programs, or unpleasant relations with word, to our future safety and prosper- has later been used by the Congress to 
other countries. ity, that the United States undertake a fund 32 lending activities in 27 agencies 

I support foreign aid now, as I have . role of vigorous leadership in the strug- and is now in use to · fund 24 lending 
supported it in the past. But I reject gle now going on over these nations activities. These include such estab
the fiscally irresponsible back-door fi- which occupy two whole continents and lished domestic activities as the Com
nancing of the present bill, not only be- parts of two others and whose people modity Credit Corporation and various 
cause it is financially unsound, but be- number far over a billion. farm and housing lending activities. 
cause a better use of the loans made by Why borrowing authority? There is Its use is not limited to domestic lend-
the administration can be insured by equal unanimity that for such develop- ing operations. Borrowing authority 
writing into the bill this amendment for ment programs to succeed, the aided was authorized for $1,500 million under 
financing development credits. nation must plan ahead for a period the Economic Corporation Act of 1948 

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask of several years and marshal its re- for loans abroad and Congress has re
unanimous consent that the gentleman sources, levy taxes, bring about land peatedly financed the Export-Import 
from Massachusetts [Mr. BoLAND] may reforms, train personnel and otherwise Bank and the U.S. contribution to the 
extend his remarks at this point in the take fundamental, costly, and often International Bank in this way. 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. politically difficult long-term self-help Precisely this means of funding the 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection measures. Experience has shown that development lending program was re
to the request of the gentleman from for new, poor nations to undertake these quested by President Eisenhower with 
west Virginia? measures, it is necessary for them to have the outspoken support of Secretary of 

There was no objection. a reasonable assurance that the outside State John Foster Dulles and Under 
Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, there funds essential in later years to the sue- Secretary Christian Herter in 1957. 

is much in this bill that deserves cess of their development efforts will President Eisenhower said then that 
thoughtful discussion. It is new, and in be available. In the past when the De- "this financing mechanism is well suited 

t f. h r h to th vlopment Loan Fund has had to rely on to the character of the fund." 
many respec s, a 1 es app. oac . e annual appropriations, the President of Secretary Dulles said to the Foreign 
comple~ · problem of forei~n aid: I the United States has not been in a posi- Affairs Committee: 
would hke to be. able t.o discuss It at _ tion to give the needed assurances of several changes will be required in pres
length but there IS not time. . future aid. In fact the Congress has ent procedures. The most important of 

The~efore, I shall concentrate 111 these repeatedly warned the Executive against these would be designed to provide the fund 
~ew m111utes on what is both. the most commitment of funds not yet appro- with an assurance that specified amounts 
1mp~rtant and the most I_lla~Igned new priated. would be available for development pur-
P~<?VIsion i? the b111. T~1s IS the pro- Under these circumstances the United poses in future years. 
VISion_, which the Presiden~ has re- · States cannot exercise the leadership wi~~:ut~h~~ ~he s~~~ ~~~das~~r~~t-;: 
quested, and W:hich the Foreign Affairs ·vital to the strength and survival of the new name for what we are already doing? 
Committee has e~dorsed and recom- free world. This could not be done by a general declara
mended, to authonze the President to President Kennedy has asked the Con- tion in the law or even by an authorization 
borrow from the Treasury over th~ next gress to provide reasonable assurance · for future annual appropriations. There 
5 years, stated funds, needed .bY h1m, to that stated amounts of money will be would be no reasonable assurance under 
exercise leadership for the Umted States available over a future period so that he either of these procedures that an adequate 
in the great revolution of progress now in tum may give reasonable assurances amount would be added to the fund's capital 

· · th · ·d f th ld . in future years. 
go

1
111g on 111 at. 11

1 
°
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. etwort ·d . th' to aid~d countnes that stated f~nds will "The heart of the problem," as your re-
al_ll par ICU ar. Y m eres e In IS be available to them. The President has · port very rightly observes, "lies in the an

provision because It has been subjec~ed . asked that the Congress authorize him nual authorization-appropriation cycle." 
to a steady drumfire of .attacks which to borrow from the Treasury $900 mil- · We can only escape from that cycle through 
have spread much misundersta~d.ing, I lion in fiscal year 1962, which may be · action which sets specifi~ sums . o~ money 
know 1t has been charged that 1t 1s some obligated in that year · or later and aside and which indicates the t1mes at 
sort of plot to get the aid program out · $1 600 million in fiscal ear 1963 and which they are to become available to the . , Y fund. 
from under the control of the Congress; each of. the following 3 fiscal years, · 
that it deprives the Congress of the which funds may be obligated in the year - The Foreign Affairs Committee said in 
power of the purse; that it is an attempt in which they bceome available or later. its report at that time with the active 
to bypass the Appropriations Commit- He has also asked that repayments on participation of its minority members: 
tees. past loans approximating $300 million · Borrowing authority is the method that 

I am proud to be a member of that per year be available for 5 years for re- has been used to capitalize almost all Gdv
very able committee and I think I have lending. ernment lending agencies-the Export
as great an interest in congressional The committee has recommended Impor~ Bank, the World Bank, the Recon
control over the power of the purse and · favorable action on these requests. stru~tiOn Finance Corporation. the farm 
over this aid program as any Member Would borrowing authority be back- creWdhlt agenchies,fathnd so on. i t 
h Th f I h th hl · d fi · 'nly t en eac o ese agenc es was se up, 
er~. ere ore, a'!e o~oug Y ex- oor nancing~ Certa1 no · It many people thought of them as high risk 

ammed the effect which this proposal would be authority enacted by the Con- operations-because they were designed to 
will have on the po~er~ of the Co~gress . gress in broad daylight for the President make loans that nobody else would make. 
and of the AppropriatiOns Committees. to go in the front door of the Treasury But their loans contributed to increased 

My conclusions are: First, that there- · to borrow funds according to provisions production, and this enabled them eventu
quest is based on valid need in the na- laid down in law to make loans in con- ally to be repaid. 
tional interest. Second, that it is not formity with stated criteria-and with It 1s believed that this will also be true of 
an attempt to bypass the Appropriations no loan to be made unless there is a the Development Loan Fund. 
Committees and that it does not do so. ' finding of reasonable prospects that it Opponents of the committee bill must 
Third, that it is not an attempt to es- will be repaid in dollars. bear a heavy burden of proof to show 
cape from the control of the Congress I emphasize in dollars because in the that this standard, well-established and 
and that under the committees' bill full past the Development Loan Fund has · orthodox method used by the Congress 
power over the program is retained in made the majority of its loans for re- to fund Government domestic and for
the Congress. paym·ent in local currencies not con- eign lending activities should not be used 

First, as to the need. Every leader vertible to dollars. to fund the development lending 
in both parties, having international re· Borrowing authority like this has been program. 
sponsibillties, has declared repeatedly enacted repeatedly by the Congress to They cannot bear that burden by re
that it is imperative in our own national provide funds for practically all U.S. sort to an epithet. Yet the facts do not 
interest to undertake a greatly increased Government agencies involved in dollar support their principal argument: that 
program on a long-term basis· to aid in lending operations. borrowing authority would deprive the 
the development of newly independent It was first · used by the Congress Congress of its power over the aid 
and other less developed nations. under President Hoover to fund the Re- program. 

CVII--1014 
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Not bypassing the Appropriations 
Committees. One point should be ad
dressed frankly. Is this really an ex
ecutive branch maneuver to bypass the 
Appropriations Committee? The object 
of the Executive is not to bypass the Ap
propriations Committee. The real object 
is to get this aid program off an annual 
funding basis and on a basis of funding 
which will make sensible, economical use 
of our aid funds p-.~ssible. 

Secretary of State Rusk and Secretary 
of Treasury Dillon addressed this ques
tion directly and candidly in the letter 
they sent to each of us. Please listen 
carefully to what they said: 

The nature of the annual appropriations 
process simply does not provide the reason
ably assured availability of future funds for 
development lending required by other na
tions if they are to undertake long-term de
velopment programs dependent on the 
future receipt of agreed amounts of funds . 
This need would not be met even if, for ex
ample, it were to be agreed that funds should 
be made available by borrowing authority 
authorized by legislation-but only on an 
annual basis. Such an arrangement would 
still not provide the congressional authority 
required to make the needed advance com
mitments. 

I submit that this is in meaning pre
cisely what Secretary Dulles also said as 
I have just quoted him. 

Would the proposal deprive Congress 
of its power over the aid program? 

It would not--for several reasons: 
First. In the first place, the President 

is asking the Congress to use its legisla
tive power to enact a great national 
policy for the United States to assume 
leadership over a 5-year period in the 
fight to preserve the free world from 
communism. 

Second. Borrowing authority would 
apply only to the lending program. 
This would by one-fourth to one-third 
of the total aid program. The executive 
branch would have to return to the Con
gress each year for the authorization 
and appropriation of the grant economic 
and military assistance programs. If 
the President misused the borrowing au
thority granted him, the Congress could 
limit, curtail, or revoke it--and it could 
do it either in the aid authorizing bill or 
in the appropriating bill. Moreover, 
since this would be the essential grant 
aid program, the President could not-
as a practical matter-veto action of the 
Congress. 

Third. Under the provisions of section 
203(c) of H.R. 8400, the development 
lending operations under AID will be 
subject to the Government Corporation 
Control Act. This means that, while the 
President may make commitments to 
less developed nations of funds to become 
available in future years from funds au
thorized to be borrowed from the Treas
ury, none of these funds authorized to 
be borrowed from the Treasury may be 
obligated or expended except to pay ear
lier obligations authorized by the Con
gress by the executive branch until: (a) 
the President has presented to the Con
gress each year for consideration by the 
Appropriations Committees a budget 
program-business-type budget-show
ing both obligations and expenditures 
planned for the ensuing year; and (b) 

the Appropriations Committees and the 
Congress have, first, reviewed this budget 
program in the same manner as other 
budget proposals, and second, recom
mended and enacted an authorization in 
an appropriation bill for the use of such 
funds. 

Fourth. The Congress would have 
full legal power to limit the use of the 
funds in such an appropriation bill
either upon recommendation by the Ap
propriations Committees or by floor 
amendment as with any other appropri
ation bill. 

Fifth. It is clear, however, from the 
legislative history of the Government 
Corporation Control Act and from the 
legislative history of the AID bill that the 
power to make reductions or limitations 
is to be used only in special or unusual 
circumstances. 

In addition to the foregoing, the Con
gress will also be able to exercise control 
through the requirement that it appro
priate funds for administrative purposes 
each year. It could use this power to 
prevent the administration from borrow
ing funds for any particular purpose
or at all. 

I am not concerned by fanciful possi
bilities that the President could theoreti
cally commit the whole $8.8 billion the 
first year so that no future congressional 
control could be exercised over it. 

In the first place, I know the President, 
as do many Members here today, who 
served with him in this Chamber over 
the years. He would not do that sort 
of thing if he could. 

In the second place, the record is ab
solutely clear and the Foreign Affairs 
Committee has carefully written into its 
report that no commitment of funds for 
future years will be irrevocable. "In
deed," the report says, "all commitments 
of future year funds will be specifically 
contingent on their continued availabil
ity from Congress." 

In summary, then, the enactment of 
the borrowing authority will represent a 
major new national policy decision by 
the Congress-an expression of intent 
to provide significant financial support 
for sound long-range development efforts 
over a realistic period of 5 years. By 
so doing Congress will not have abdi
cated its right of control, rather it will 
have created a presumption that the au
thorized funds will not be significantly 
reduced or limited unless the Congress 
should find that unusual or special cir
cumstances made such action necessary. 
The executive branch will have been 
put in a position to make conditional 
commitments of these funds and thus to 
encourage and help other nations to 
make the hard political decisions with 
respect to internal reform and sound 
economic management measures on 
which the future of the less developed 
countries of Asia, Africa, and Latin 
America depend. 

I do not believe the Congress could 
reasonably ask for, or legislation could 
reasonably provide · for, more thorough 
power to control over these funds. Cer
tainly the Appropriations Committees 
have all the power they could ever need 
to step in and redress the situation 
should the Executive ever misuse the 

funds made avaliable. In fact, an an
nual amrmative action by the Congress 
in an appropliations act is necessary for 
the President to use the funds available 
to him at all. 

If the Appropriations Committees wish 
to be capricious, they would have the 
power to be so. Yet I know that if this 
legislation is enacted, the Appropriations 
Committees will carry out their role 
faithfully. That role will plainly be to 
make the needed authority available 
each year without limitation unless un
usual or special circumstances require 
a limitation. 

What we are asked for is so simple, 
clear, and enormously important. 

The President is asking the Congress 
to make a decision-a decision to stand 
for 5 years unless unusual circumstances 
arise which lead the Congress to the con
clusion that it should be modified or 
changed. The decision is momentous. 
It is a decision to lead-a decision to 
recognize the world as it is-a dreadfully 
dangerous place of enormous opportu
nity. A place where there is the greatest 
danger that the Soviet Union and Com
munist China will succeed in their ob
vious desire and their growing effort to 
seize the revolution of progress going 
on in a third of the world and misguide 
it for their own ends. 

If they succeed in this, the end of the 
Western World and of our civilization 
will be only a matter of time. As Sec
retary Dulles once said when he was 
pleading for the assumption of our full 
responsibilities in foreign aid-we will 
become an island of freedom in a Red 
sea. 

But there is opportunity here, too. If 
we are willing to lead, if we dare to lead, 
if as a Congress we have the courage to 
seize the initiative and lay down a policy 
of 5 years' duration, then there is a 
chance, and a very good chance, that the 
United States can lead the whole free 
world along a course of development with 
free institutions which will mark the 
turning point of history-the point when 
the flow of the Red tide stopped and it 
began to ebb. 

Surely this opportunity calls for our 
courage and our action. Surely we real
ize we cannot seize it on the faltering 
basis of annual determinations whether 
we shall proceed with our effort at all 
or, if so, with what resources to be at 
the command of our Chief Executive for 
1 more year. 

I must say candidly that I see a degree 
of partisanship arising in the debate on 
this measure which could lead to the 
greatest tragedy for our Nation. 

When President Eisenhower urged the 
Congress in 1957 to put the aid program 
on a sound, long-term basis with borrow
ing authority, and the bill suffered a set
back in the Foreign Affairs Committee, 
the White House appealed to a Democrat 
to save it-and he did. Had it reached 
an issue on the floor, I would have sup
ported it then as I do now-and I be
lieve I would have been joined by the ma
jority leader and many others on this 
side. 

The issue is now no different. It is 
still an issue of national safety and sur
vival. The plea made by President Eis-
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enhower and Secretary Dulles has been 
proven right. The President, ·whoever 
he is, from whatever party he comes, 
must have the authority and the where
withal to assume leadership from our 
Nation. If we do not provide him with 
the tools he must have for success-he 

. will fail. The aftermath of that failure 
will not strike at him alone or at one 
party-it will be the tragedy of successive 
losses in the free world which will strike 
at the whole American people. 

This tragedy may befall us despite our 
best efforts for we are in a mortal combat 
with great natural forces and implacable 
foes. But let us not bring it on ourselves 
by our own inaction-let us provide our 
Chief Executive with the tools needed for 
the greatest possible chance of success. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois has expired. 

All time for general debate has ex
pired. 

The Clerk will read the bill for 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate ana House 

oj Representatives oj the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Mutual Security 
Act of 1961". 

PART I 

Chapter 1-Short title ana policy 
SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE.-This part may be 

cited as the "Act for International Develop
ment of 1961". 

SEC. 102. STATEMENT OF PoLICY.-(a) It is 
the sense of the Congress that (1) peace 
depends on wider recognition of the dignity 
and interdependence of men, and (2) sur
vival of free institutions in the United States 
can best be assured in a worldwide atmos
phere of freedom. 

(b) The Congress approves the efforts of 
the peoples of other lands who are striving 
to establish and develop politically inde
pendent and economically viable units, to 
increase their technical knowledge and 
skllls, and to lmprove ways of living by 
methods which refiect the popular wlll, and 
to realize aspirations for justice, for educa
tion, and for dignity and respect as individ
ual human beings. 

(c) The peace of the world and the se
curity of the United States are endangered 
so long as international communism con
tinues to attempt to bring under Communist 
domination peoples now free and independ
ent and to keep under domination peoples 
once free but now subject to such domi
nation. It is, therefore, the policy of the 
United States to continue to make available 
to other free countries and peoples, upon 
request, assistance of such nature and in 
such amounts as the United States deems 
advisable and as may be effectively used by 
free countries and peoples to help them 
maintain their freedom. 

(d) It is the sense of the Congress that 
those countries which have been assisted in 
their recovery should, 1n the future, share 
with the United States to a greater extent 
the financial burden of providing aid to 
those countries which are still in need of 
assistance of the type provided under this 
Act. 

(e) It is the sense of the Congress that 
inasmuch as-

(1) the United States favors freedom of 
navigation in international waterways and 
economic cooperation between countries; 
and 

(2) the purposes of this Act are negated 
and the peace of the world is endangered 
when countries which receive assistance 
under thla Act wage economic warfare 

against other countries assisted under this 
Act, including such procedures as boycotts, 
blockades, and the restrictions of the use 
of international waterways; and 

(3) any attempt by foreign countries to 
create distinctions because of their race or 
religion among American citizens in the 
granting of personal or commercial access 
or any other rights otherwise available to 
United States citizens generally is repugnant 
to our principles; 
assistance under this Act and the Agricul
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act 
of 1954, as amended, shall be administered 
to give effect to these principles, and, in 
all negotiations between the United States 
and any foreign state arising as a result of 
funds appropriated under this Act or arising 
under the Agricultural Trade Development 
and Assistance Act of 1954, as amended, 
these principles shall be applied, as the 
President may determine, and he shall re
port on measures taken by the administra
tion to insure their application. 

(f) The Congress of the United States 
recognizes that the progress of free peoples 
in their efforts to further their economic 
development, and thus to strengthen their 
freedom, is lmportant to the security and 
general welfare of the United States. It is· 
the policy of the United States to strengthen 
friendly foreign countries by encouraging 
the development of their economies through 
a competitive free enterprise system; to 
minimize or eliminate barriers to the flow 
of private investment capital and interna
tional trade; to facllitate the creation of a. 
climate favorable to the investment of pri
vate capital; and to assist, on a basis of self
help and mutual cooperation, the efforts of 
free peoples to develop their economic re
sources and free economic institutions and 
to increase their productive capabilities in 
agriculture as well as in industry. 

(g) To the extent practicable assistance 
should be based upon well-conceived plans; 
be directed toward the social as well as eco
nomic aspects of economic development; be 
responsive to the efforts of the recipient 
countries to mobillze their own resources 
and help themselves; be cognizant of the 
external and internal pressures which ham
per their growth; and should emphasize 
long-range development assistance as the 
primary instrument of such growth. 

(h) The Congress reaffirms its belief in the 
importance of regional organizations of free 
peoples for mutual assistance, such as the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, the Or
ganization of American States, the South 
East Asia Treaty Organization, the Central 
Treaty Organization, and others, and ex
presses its hope that such organizations may 
be strengthened and broadened, and their 
programs of self-help and mutual coopera
tion may be made more effective in the pro
tection of the independence and security 
of free people, and in the development of 
their economic and social well-being, and 
the safeguarding of their basic rights and 
liberties. 

(i) It is the sense of the Congress that-
(1) it supports the President in his affir

mation that the United States shall con
tinue to meet its commitments to the peo
ple and Government of the Republic of 
China and shall continue to support that 
Government as the Representative of China 
in the United Nations; 

(2) the United States shall continue to 
oppose the seating of the Chinese Commu
nist regime in the United Nations so long a.s 
that regime persists in defying the principles 
of the United Nations Charter; and 

(3) the United States supports the Presi
dent in not according diplomatic recogni
tion to the Chinese Communist regime. 

Mr. WmTTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, those Members of Con
gress who have had experience in the 
courtroom have learned that many times 
the lawsuit is intentionally fought out 
on. side issues, so as to avoid the major 
issue. That appears to be the situation 
here. Certainly I am opposed to back
door spending, but it does strike me that 
while all the arguments have been going 
on about back-door spending, we are 
about to appropriate, or leading to the 
appropriation of, about $8.8 billion more 
to a program which is not only unsound 
but dangerous. I think the main issue 
is being obscured because of the argu
ments about back-door spending. When 
you have already spent over $100 billion 
through the front door, I do not know 
that you will be doing a whale of a lot 
if you close the back door; and, if the 
Presidents of this country and the Con
gresses have spent $100 billion through 
the front door, I cannot see how they 
need to open the back door, too. Now, 
on the other hand, if this money would 
do the job of providing world peace I 
suspect all would go along even through 
the side door, so far as that goes. If 
you commit all your money to all the 
projects promoters of this program want, 
you will not have any money left to take 
out of either door. 

In all the intended confusion we have 
been led o:tr into the wings while the 
main car goes down the highway loaded 
with our money. Every time anybody, to 
use a colloquial phrase, spits in our face, 
we run up here with another request for 
$600 million without plan, rhyme, or 
reason. 

Let me read to you what I see in the 
press. I have taken these headlines out 
of the press during the last few weeks. 
I quote: "Castro Takes Over American 
Property in Cuba," "United States 
Rushes To Appropriate $600 Million for 
Aid to Other Latin American Countries," 
"The President Asks Congress for $8.8 
Billion for Foreign Aid by the Back Door 
After Spending $100 Billion Out the 
Front Door," "Berlin Threatened-Cabi
net Officer Assures Central and South 
America United States Will Go as High 
as $20 Billion To Aid Those Countries." 

I think this program has long since 
gone beyond the question of whether it 
is doing good. I think it has reached 
the point of seriously threatening our 
own country. When we start running 
out with money in bushel baskets every 
time we are threatened or are about to 
have our toes stepped on we lose our 
standing everywhere. In addition we 
have gotten ourselves in the middle of 
the internal affairs of every country we 
have aided. I wish my colleagues would 
pay careful attention to this-in just 
about every nation that we have helped, 
we have ended up as one of the biggest 
holders of the local currency of that 
country. In most of these instances we 
hold the biggest mortgage, which means 
that we are the controversial element in 
the domestic politics of just about every 
country we have helped. 

I repeat, we are underwriting the in
cumbent government in countries all 
over this world, willy-nilly. Human na
ture is the same the world over. As soon 
as the incumbent government fails and 
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they stop receiving our aid, they are 
against us. 

As to the South American countries. 
We know their history. Just as soon as 
American business grows up there, fully 
guaranteed against loss, under this bill, 
it is an open invitation for revolution and 
for some unfriendly dictator to take 
over-and like Cuba, I suppose we will 
sit and take it. 

The only question is how soon will 
it happen. 

Oh, I have heard my friends here make 
speeches that we ought to do something 
about Cuba. I am not going to give 
away any of the secrets I hear as a mem
ber of the Committee on Defense Appro
priations and in other sensitive places. 

Remember this, if you think about it, 
you will be bound to conclude that the 
reason we have not protected ourselves 
against Cuba, right off our own coast, 
is that our commitments are spread out 
all over the world to the extent there 
would be retaliation somewhere else. We 
have made commitments in Asia, Africa, 
Europe, and every other place, and in 
the process we have left ourselves vul
nerable on our very doorstep. Russia is 
in Cuba, military construction is going 
on today in Cuba. Ships from Russia 
are coming into Cuban ports. Russian 
planes are in Cuba. Are they building 
missile pads? Every indication is that 
they are, and we sit by, afraid that if 
we protect the threat against us on our 
own doorstep, we will be hit on a hun
dred farflung fronts. 

CENTRAL AND SOUTH AMERICA 

If there is any group of nations which 
looks to some strong man at home and 
respects strength abroad, it is the Cen
tral and South American countries. To 
them, with our rush offer of $600 mil
lion after Castro's actions in Cuba, now 
skyrocketed in one speech to $20 billion, 
we must appear scared to death. Cer
tainly, they cannot believe this is the 
same nation which announced the Mon
roe Doctrine and made it stick. 
WE PAY PROFITS, PAY TRmUTE, AND MAKE 

ENEMIES 

We have insisted on granting funds to 
other countries for buying new material, 
when many times those nations had 
usable supplies on hand. By granting 
such governments dollars for new pur
chases, the ruling powers in some of 
these countries get a cut, a rakeoff, a 
handout, and American interests make 
a profit. In the process we are inflam
ing many people against us and defeat
ing the very purpose we seek. 

Look at what happened in Korea, in 
Laos, in Vietnam. We see what hap
pened in Japan, and in Cuba. We have 
granted more than $2 billion to Yugo
slavia. For what? 

Today we aid Poland, let U.S. industry 
trade with Cuba and Russia, assist 
Egypt. However good our intentions, in 
the eyes of the world we are, in effect, 
paying tribute. Paying blackmail has 
never worked, throughout history. It 
will never work. 

It is difficult to get Americans to look 
at this program objectively. Too many 
Americans are reaping profits. Ameri
can and foreign companies have been 
organized and have gotten rich doing 

this business for us, frequently without 
any real investment on their part. We 
have made competitors out of customers, 
competitors whose output is now doing 
real damage to American agriculture and 
industry and to American workers, thus 
weakening our overall economy on which 
our safety depends. 

WE MUST REVERSE OUR COURSE 

Mr. Chairman, I repeat, through for
eign aid we have gotten ourselves deeply 
and dangerously involved in the internal 
affairs of every nation which accepts our 
aid-and we have spent $100 billion do
ing it. Because of it we have been afraid 
to protect ourselves against Cuba, just off 
our shores. We must change our course, 
show our courage and determination, 
and demonstrate to the world that we 
will not continue to pay tribute or at
tempt to buy friendship. We must re
gain our ability to defend ourselves from 
the dangers close by-as it is through 
foreign aid we show our weakness, and 
invite disaster. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer a preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HoFFMAN of Michigan moves that the 

Committee do now rise and report the bill 
back to the House with the recommendation 
that the enacting clause be stricken out. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I listened with a great deal 
of interest to the gentleman from Missis
sippi [Mr. WHITTEN], but I did not hear 
him tell me whether he intended to vote 
for or against the bill. I wonder if he 
would mind doing so. 

Mr. WHITTEN. If the gentleman will 
yield, I certainly expect to vote against 
it, and if my time had not run out I 
would have said as much. However, I 
thought the tone of my argument was 
such as to convince the gentleman as to 
how I felt. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I 
thought so too, but so often I have heard 
Members-not any who are Members 
today but perhaps others-say one thing 
and vote the other way. Nobody pres
ent would do that, of course. 

I agree with the gentleman; and I am 
sure he is right about this. It may be 
very material whether we go along with 
back-door spending or not, and I would 
not have taken this time except for the 
fact I was not able to finish my few re
marks in general debate, so I must 
burden you with this now. 

I am dumb, I admit it; but I am not 
as dumb as some folks think. I am 
aware of this maneuvering that has been 
going on among our master politicians 
or advocates of political expediency on 
both sides of the aisle, those gentlemen 
who-rightly, I must admit, because they 
are in the majority-believe in expedi
ency. I have no real doubt about the 
fate of any agreed upon amendment 
which will be offered. But permit me to 
say this, while all this trading has been 
going on, we have, as the gentleman from 
Mississippi . [Mr. WHITTEN] said, lost 
sight of the main issue and what is going 
to happen to us if we continue to legis
late as we have. We will -have a dicta
tor-it cannot be otherwise-if we con
tinue to yield power to the Executive. 

Ordinarily I would go along with an 
amendment to make a bad bill worse, but 
when I know, as I do, and this is the 
reason for saying I am not as dumb as 
some think, that eventually these folks 
who want foreign aid are going to get 
everything they want, if they can keep 
a foot in the door no matter what 
amendments we put in, for once in my 
life I do not intend to support any 
amendment to make a bad bill worse or 
better unless that vote cannot be 
avoided. 

The gentlemen who want to support 
this bill are wiser than am I, they are 
more astute politically, but that is their 
business. 

To those gentlemen who are on the 
hook-no ladies, you will notice, just 
gentlemen-and who know this bill is 
bad and ruinous, permit me to say I am 
not disposed to help them get off. Let 
the issue come on what the gentleman 
from Mississippi said. I know the bill is 
bad. If we have the courage to oppose 
it, all well and good. If one thinks he 
should support it, that is his business, 
not mine. I have no reason to doubt 
his ability, his patriotism. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to withdraw my preferential mo
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, in trying to state the 
purpose of our Mutual Security Act to 
my people in the Eighth Congressional 
District of Florida, I have said through 
the years that its purpose is to provide 
for our own welfare and security first, 
and in the second place to help other 
friendly people to help themselves. One 
of the agonizing reappraisals that con
fronts me as we debate the Mutual Se
curity Act of 1961 is the revaluation of 
that criteria. Have the Mutual Security 
Acts through the years provided for our 
own security, and have they helped other 
friendly people to help themselves? I 
have voted for Mutual Security Acts in 
previous sessions of Congress but I have 
always followed, in the main, the recom
mendations of the Committee on Appro
priations because I have felt that there is 
an overwhelming necessity for constant, 
annual, close scrutiny of these programs 
on the part of Congress. 

I do not propose, Mr. Chairman, to 
have less scrutiny on the part of Con
gress upon a project in some foreign 
country thousands of miles away than is 
given to a project in my own distdct. 
One of the great problems that concerns 
me is the application of different rules of 
responsibility toward the mutual secu
rity programs than we apply to our own 
people here at home. Take, for example, 
a river and harbor project in any Con
gressman's district. Some critics of 
these projects call them pork barrel 
projects. I do not agree with them. 
These projects, first of all, must be ap
proved by an authorization committee; 
then money must be obtained for a sur
vey of the project. If the survey proves 
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that the project is not economically jus
tifiable, it is dead. If there is economic 
justification, then the Appropriations 
Committees are a.sked to appropriate 
money. Sometimes it takes as long as 
20 years for this tortuous process to be 
completed. 

If foreign nations object to a reason
able scrutiny of their projects, we would 
be better off, insofar as our obligations 
to our own people are concerned, to cut 
off that project immediately. May Ire
mind you, Mr. Chairman, that admittedly 
our own country is not without defects, 
and that many of the programs and 
projects in the United States on a local, 
State, and national level, may have some 
evidences of dishonesty and fraud at 
times. Nevertheless, the officials guilty 
of this dishonesty and fraud are respon
sible to the people and are held account
able. Let me emphasize again that I 
cannot be a party toward making pos
sible a careless handling of American 
taxpayers money abroad when I think 
the exigency of the hour demands a 
closer scrutiny of every project abroad 
to see if it falls within this broad criteria 
of helping us in the war against com
munism, and helping our friends to help 
themselves so that they, too, can be more 
reliable allies in this fight against com
munism. 

I cannot support, therefore, the note 
issuing authority device for development 
loans as suggested in this act. This 
device is, of course, a form of borrowing 
from the Treasury. Of the total pro
posed $4.3 billion in the bill for this year, 
$900 million of this amount is proposed 
to be financed by Treasury borrowing for 
development loans. For each of the next 
4 fiscal years, 1963 through 1966, the 
bill authorizes $1.6 billion of Treasury 
borrowing to finance development loans, 
a total for 5 years of $7.3 billion. 

The proposed reason for this new 
method of handling development loan 
appropliations is that it will give a 
greater assurance of long-term programs 
and will guarantee to cooperating na
tions a continuity of projects that they 
need. I cannot be convinced that this is 
true. I cannot be convinced that there 
is one single, worthwhile project in the 
past that has been slowed down or that 
has not been completed because of the 
method of appropriating for these proj
ects. The failures that we have ex
perienced have been due to inefficiency, 
mismanagement, ineptness, at times
absolute dishonesty, a lack of cooperation 
on the part of the recipient nation, and 
other factors not related at all to the 
appropriations procedure. I cannot vote 
to abandon one iota of congressional au
thority over mutual security programs. 
I think rather than abandon authority 
we ought to exert more authority over 
these programs, to weed out the incom
petent, and to demand that the Ameri
can taxpayer, in the name of security, 
is not defrauded from his hard-earned 
gains. 

I should like, Mr. Chairman, to make 
a few suggestions to the so-called emerg
ing nations. I should like to emphasize 
the fact that America is not on trial, 
but the emerging nations are on trial. 
It is these nations that are facing Ar-

mageddon. The future of our beloved 
Republic is not inevitably linked with the 
future of any sovereign nation or any 
emerging nation. We are free, militarily 
powerful; we have the resources bestowed 
so generously on us by Providence. Yet 
we must not be proud; we must 
not be boastful, but it cannot be em
phasized too much, insofar as I am 
concerned, that we are not on trial. I 
would say, also, to the emerging nations 
that a desire for freedom and the ac
ceptance of responsibility are two 
entirely different propositions. It is 
going to be extremely difficult for many 
of the emerging nations, who are small, 
without any trained civil service person
nel, to assume even the most basic ele
ments of responsible government. I am 
told that in the Congo, out of 12 million 
people, there are only approximately a 
dozen college graduates. The communi
cations are on a very elementary basis. 
The needs are overwhelming. If I 
thought the future of American depend
ed upon the future of some of the emerg
ing nations, I would indeed be discour
aged. If these nations go Communist, we 
are the losers, of course, but let it be em
phasized again and again that they will 
lose much more. So while it is the policy 
of this Government to help the emerging 
nations to help themselves, it is my plea 
that these nations recognize the fact that 
they have much more to lose than we if 
they succumb to communism. We have 
won our freedom through the toils and 
sacrifices of our heroes. We shall keep 
that freedom, come what may. Were
member in Holy Writ, King Belshazzar 
asked Daniel to interpret the strange 
writing on the wall. This was the writ
ing: "Me'ne, Me'ne, Te'kel, Uphar'Sin." 
The interpretation was: "God hath num
bered thy kingdom and :finished it; 
Thou art weighed in the balances, and 
art found wanting; Thy kingdom is di
vided, and given to the Medes and Per
sians/' The great question of this hour 
is how can we buttress the forces 
of freedom so that the emerging nations 
will not be overwhelmed by the evil 
power of communism. For surely as 
night follows day, if this dire calamity 
comes to pass, these young, and aspiring 
nations will 1·eap the prophecy of Dan
iel-"God hath numbered thy kingdom 
and finished it; Thou art weighed in the 
balances, and art found wanting; Thy 
kingdom is divided, and given to the 
Medes and Persians." When the em erg
ing nations criticize colonialism, they 
must awaken to the fact that Soviet 
Russia is the evil champion of colonial
ism today. The involuntary servitude 
of the Poles, Hungarians, Czechoslovak
ians, Albanians, Lithuanians, Latvians, 
and East Germans, attest to this tragic 
fact. Lovers of freedom must never for
get the plight of these captive nations 
behind the Iron Curtain. They must 
beware lest they are ensnared by the 
same net. Yes, I repeat again to the 
emerging nations-you who have need 
of so much are on trial. May your fu
ture in history be secure by your accept
ance of your l'esponsibilities in the strug
g"le for freedom; and by your proper 
assessment of the dangers of commu
nism. 

To our friends in Latin America I 
would say how long must we wait? I 
would emphasize to you also that you are 
on trial. How long must we wait for 
your reforms that will make possible the 
emergence of a middle class? When are 
you going to make your rich pay the 
same proportionate taxes as the rich pay 
in the United States? When are you 
going to accept responsabilidades para 
progreso as well as alianza para pro
greso? 

To our friends in Latin America who 
are members of the Organization of 
American States, may I remind you that 
you asked us to impose economic sanc
tions on the late Trujillo administration 
in the Dominican Republic, and when 
we did so, why did you not take cor
responding action against Castro? May 
I say with all the emphasis that I can 
that you have much more at stake than 
we do. America is not on trial but you, 
the free men and women of the Latin 
American republics, are on trial. Are 
you concerned enough about the gravity 
of the crisis? Are you thinking in sel
fish terms of the proposed new Latin 
American program? Surely these are 
the days when in the common struggle 
against communism we should shout 
from every housetop the words of our 
revolutionary heroes: 

These are the times that try men's souls. 
The summer soldier and the sunshine patriot 
will, in this crisis, shrink from the service 
of their country, but he that stands it now 
deserves the love and thanks of man and 
woman. Is life so dear or peace so sweet 
as to be purchased at the price of chains 
and slavery? Forbid it, Almighty God. I 
know not what course others may take; but 
as for me, give me liberty, or give me death. 

Mr. PILLION. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PILLION: 
On page 5, line 20, insert after the word 

"regime" "and the Outer Mongolian People's 
Republic regime". 

On page 5, line 21, strike out the word 
"that" and insert the word "those" in sub
stitution thereof, and add the letter "s" to 
the word "regime". 

Mr. PILLION. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment proposes to add Outer Mon
golia to Communist China, in this sec
tion, which expresses the sense of Con
gress in opposition to their admission to 
the United Nations. 

NEXT AMENDMENT 

I propose to offer a second amendment 
to the next section, which would express 
the opposition of this Congress to the 
diplomatic recognition of Red China by 
the United States. 

STATE DEPARTMENT NEGOTIATION 

The State Department has been and 
is still, currently, engaged in negotia
tions with Outer Mongolia and the So
viet. The purpose of these negotiations 
is: 

First. To accord diplomatic recognition 
to Outer Mongolia. 

Second. To give U.S. support to the ad
mission of Outer Mongolia to the United 
Nations. 

The nationwide criticism of those pro
Communist proposals has caused the 
State Department to shift its tactics. 
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In the last few days, the State Depart
ment has annonnced that the negotia
tions, leading up to the recognition of 
Outer Mongolia, have been suspended. 
A more .accurate word is postponed. 

It has further annonnced that the 
United States will abstain from voting 
in the Security Conncil on the question 
of the admission of Outer Mongolia. 

RECOGNITION-ADMISSION, ONE QUESTION 

Mr. Chairman, the diplomatic recog
nition of Outer Mongolia and its admis
sion to the United Nations are merely 
two phases of one question. 

The diplomatic recognition of Outer 
Mongolia will inevitably result in its ad
mission to the United Nations. 

And conversely, the admission of 
Outer Mongolia to the United Nations 
will lead to diplomatic recognition. 

The latest announcement by the State 
Department does not reject the recogni
tion of Outer Mongolia. 

It merely suspends the negotiations. 
The State Department has only con

nived to change the sequence of events. 
Its present purpose is to admit Outer 
Mongolia to the United Nations, first. 
Recognition must follow that event. 

UNITED NATIONS VOTING-NATIONAL CHINA 

Mr. Chairman, there are seven votes 
required in the Security Council to sub
mit the admission of Outer Mongolia to 
the General Assembly. 

If the United States votes against ad
mission, it can block the submission of 
this question to the General Assembly. 

If the United States abstains, then the 
only other bar to Outer Mongolia's ad
mission is a veto by Nationalist China. 

To place the onus, the blame, the re
sponsibility for blocking the admission 
of Outer Mongolia upon Nationalist 
China, is a craven, cowardly act on the 
part of this United States. 

MAURETANIA 

The State Department has used the 
admission of Mauretania as an excuse 
for its actions. These cases are com
pletely separate propositions. 

To tie these two nations together is 
extortion and blackmail. It is another 
example of the continuing State De
partment pro-Communist policies {)f 
appeasement, retreat and surrender, bit 
by bit, one nation after another. 

OUTER MONGOLIA-NOT A NATION 

Mr. Chairman, outer Mongolia is not 
a nation. It is a mere province of the 
Soviet. One-half of Mongolia is held by 
the Soviet, the other half is held by Red 
China. 

Outer Mongolia is not free and inde
pendent. It is a captive slave territory. 

Outer Mongolia is not a peaceful na
tion. It sent a number of cavalry and 
tank regiments to :fight against the 
United States in the Korean war. 

Outer Mongolia is at war with this 
country. It is a member of the inter
national Communist conspiracy. It was 
a signator to the Moscow manifesto 
signed by the Communist Parties of the 
world on December 2, 1960. 

This manifesto calls for an intensifi
cation of the nonmilitary war against 
the United States and the free world. 

Mr. Chairman, the admission · of 
Outer Mongolia to the United Nations 

would constitute another retreat, anoth
er surrender to the Communist forces. 
it is another step toward national sui
cide. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. PILLION] may pro
ceed for 2 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield to me? 
Mr. PILLION. Surely; I am pleased 

to yield. 
Mr. HALLECK. I have expressed my

self on several occasions in the recent 
past along the very lines that the gen
tleman from New York is talking about. 

Mr. PILLION. I have read the gen
tleman's declarations. 

Mr. HALLECK. I was very much 
disturbed at what seemed to be a 
movement on the part of the State De
partment to bring about diplomatic 
relations with Outer Mongolia, and then 
subsequently possibly looking to the 
admission of Outer Mongolia to the 
United Nations. 

One follows the other. It is a matter 
of record that Outer Mongolia is not an 
independent country. Their forces 
were fighting our own boys in Korea. 
I am for the gentleman's amendment in 
order that there be no misnnderstand
ing as to what the Congress thinks 
about this proposal that has been ad
vanced in some quarters. As the gen
tleman says, recent statements coming 
from the executive branch would indi
cate a retreat from some of the things 
that originally were proposed. But the 
State Department still has not clarified 
with regard to the admission of Outer 
Mongolia to the United Nations. As far 
as I am concerned, I am against diplo
matic recognition of Outer Mongolia. 
The talk about how it would be some
thing of a listening post, in my opinion, 
just does not make sense, and certainly 
I do not think they should be admitted 
to the United Nations any more than 
should Red China. 

Mr. PILLION. It is more dangerous 
to admit Outer Mongolia. It would be 
a greater defeat to this country than the 
admission of Red China. There is a 
deep conflict between Red China and 
the Soviet. We ought to exploit that. 
I am in favor of opposing the admission 
of Red China as well as the admission 
of Outer Mongolia. As to those two 
implacable enemies, Red China and the 
Soviet Union, we are against both of 
them. As a matter of fact, we ought to 
strengthen Red China and not the 
Soviets. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, later on I expect to object 
to all unanimous-consent requests for 
additional time. Is it proper to do that 
now or do it later on? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
should do that with respect to each 
request. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman's 
amendment is absolutely unnecessary. 
The Executive last week issued a state
ment that the negotiations for . recog
nition of Outer Mongolia were at an end. 
For myself, I am opposed to the admis
sion of Outer Mongolia to the United 
Nations. I have no objection to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, with a 

whole heart, I support the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. PILLION]. I am unalterably op
posed to diplomatic recognition and a 
U.N. seat for Outer Mongolia. 

Certain clandestine negotiations were 
recently conducted looking toward dip
lomatic recognition of and a U.N. seat 
for Outer Mongolia. The story is that a 
"Russian-American trade" is involved; 
America is to recognize and admit Mon
golia and Russia is to recognize and ad
mit Mauretania. A more unholy bargain 
I cannot imagine. 

Two arguments in support of the trade 
are urged. One is· to the effect that 
Outer Mongolia is an independent na
tion. The other contends that an Amer
ican embassy situated in the capital city 
of Ulan Bator would be a valuable "lis
tening post" to keep abreast of develop
ments in what is called the "conflict" 
betwen Russia and Red China. Here are 
the answers to these arguments: 

Outer Mongolia is not an independent 
nation but a longtime satellite of So
viet Russia. In 1920, China lost do
minion over Mongolia. In 1921, Mon
golia defeated the White Russian forces. 
Since that time, Red Russia has domi
nated and supervised Mongolia's internal 
affairs. Mongolia has a single chamber 
parliament known as the Great National 
Hural, consisting of 267 deputies elected 
by the people for 3 years. The election, 
however, is not a free expression of the 
people as we know it in the free world. 
There is only one political party, the 
Communist People's Revolutionary Party. 
The executive power is vested in a pre
sidium of seven men, all of whom are 
Communists. The figurehead president, 
Sambu, is a Communist. The real strong 
man is Tsedenbal who, like Khrushchev, 
wears two hats, Secretary of the Com
munist Party and Premier. On April24, 
1961, the Premier was quoted as saying: 

The teachings of * * * Lenin on devel
opment of ba~kward countries along the 
noncapitalist path continue to light the 
path of the Mongolian people ln their strug
gle for socialism. Advancing along this 
bright path, our people * • • made their 
way from feudalism to a Socialist communal 
system. In their struggle for building a new 
life, our people always leaned and continue 
to lean on the disinterested all-around aid 
of the Soviet Union, the first country of 
triumphant socialism. · 
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of Red China in the United Nations do 

outer Mongolia is also closely alined, not have any real force and effect. 
by both commercial and political trea- We can, however, insure that Red 
ties, with Red China. Here is what a China will not be seated in the United 
prominent general in the Red Chinese Nations by stopping aid to countries who 
Army said about the alliance on March vote to seat Red China in the United 
22, 1961: Nations. 

The Chinese people and their Liberation Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
Army would always advance shoulder to gentleman yield? 
shoulder with the peoples and fraternal d th tl 
armies of the Soviet Union, Mongolia, and Mr. WILLIAMS. I yiel to e gen e-
other Socialist countries in the great cause man from Ohio. 
of building socialism and communism, in Mr. HAYS. In the unlikely event that 
opposing the imperialists• schemes for war the gentleman's amendment is adopted, 
and aggression and in defending world would the gentleman then vote for the 
peace. legislation? 

In determining the dependence or in- Mr. WILLIAMS. The gentleman 
1 ·t · 1 knows better than to ask me a question dependence of Outer Mongo ia, I IS a so like that. But since the gentleman has 

significant to recall that an estimated 
5 000 Mongolian troops fought against asked the question, let me tell him this: 
American and other U.N. forces in Korea. You could sugar-coat this legislation to 
These included at least two cavalry regi- where it tasted as good as watermelon 
ments and a contingent which manned and you could perfume it to where it 
the antiaircraft guns along the Yalu wou.ld smell just as good as a magnolia 
River. Today, according to latest sta- blossom, and I still would not vote for it. 
tistics, there are 1,261 foreign technicians Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

R · 400 gentleman yield further? 
in Mongolia, including 640 ussians, Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to. the gentle-
Red Chinese, 136 Bulgarians, and 61 
Czechoslovaks. It is fatuous to pretend man from Ohio. 
that Mongolia is an independent nation. Mr. HAYS. If the gentleman's amend-

ment should be adopted and he votes 
What about the "listening post" against the bill, he would be, in effect, 

argument? There are only 2.5 million then voting for the admission of Red 
people--most of whom are illiterate China; would he not? 
nomads--living in the more than 1.3 Mr. WILLIAMS. Well, if the gentle
million square miles of Mongolia. Most man from Ohio construes it that way, 
of the land lies in the Gobi Desert which then by the same token, if he votes 
has few crops, little pasture and no min- against my amendment, he would be 
eral or metallic wealth whatever. An voting for the admission of Red China. 
American Ambassador, "listening" with Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strained ears, could hear nothing but strike out the last word. 
the desert winds and the false rumors Mr. Chairman, I will not take the 5 
deliberately planted by Russia and Red minutes, but I want to say, on the long 
China. On the other side of the coin, gamble of 100 to 1 that the gentleman 
the Mongolian Embassy in Washington from Mississippi would vote for the bill, 
would indeed be a valuable listening post I would be inclined to vote for his 
for Red China. amendment. 

Moreover, U.N. membership for Mon- Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
golia--which would add another vote to ance of my time. 
the Communist bloc-would be a back- Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I 
door approach to U.N. membership for offer an amendment. 
Red China. Surely, President Kennedy The Clerk read as follows: 
will not allow himself to be enticed into Amendment offered by Mr. ScHWENGEL of 
this act of consummate folly. I ear- Iowa: on page 1, lines 3 and 4 and 7 and 8, 
nestly trust that the recent "suspension" strike out lines 3, 4, 7 and 8 and insert: 
of negotiations does not mean merely a "That this Act shall be cited as an Act for 
"postponement." peace and mutual progress with justice and 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on freedom for all." 
the amendment offered by the gentleman Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I 
from New York. hesitate to take the ft.oor today and talk 

The amendment was agreed to. about some of the important problems 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I involved in the legislation before us. 

move to strike out the last word. I hesitate because I am not a member 
Mr. Chairman, if we in this legislation of the Foreign Affairs Committee and 

express again that it is the sense of the . by comparison I am still a junior in the 
Congress that the Chinese Communist Congress. But, as a Representative, 
regime should not be seated in the there are responsibilities that I must as
United Nations, it will make almost a sume. 
score of times that Congress reiterated One of those responsibilities is to speak 
this position in the past several years. It up and point out some shortcomings in 
is my intention at the proper time to the legislation before us, in the trend 
offer an amendment to implement this and attitude of the State Department, in 
expression of the sense of Congress. The the program offered by this administra
amendment would provide as follows: tion and, in some instances, the work 

No assistance shall be furnished under this of the committee. 
act to any country whose mission to the What I have to say will deal with 
United Nations votes after the date of enact- some proposed amendments to the bill, 
ment of this act for the seating of the Com- the history of foreign aid in our heritage, 
muntst Chinese regime in the United Na- and with some of the mistakes that have 
tions. been made by the administrators of the 

In my opinion, these expressions of program and others who have been as
Congress as being opposed to the seating sociated with it. 

On the second day of December 1862, 
a message was sent to Congress by the 
then Chief Executive which included 
the following statement: 

In times like the present, men should 
utter nothing for which they would not 
willingly be responsible through time and 
eternity. 

Mr. Chairman, what was true then is 
more true now. So, I would like to 
say at the outset that I have given 
serious thought to my remarks; I have 
reviewed them, I hope they are in the 
interest and welfare of my country and 
I hope they will be looked upon as a 
constructive contribution to the discus
sion of this very important problem. 

First, I should like to dwell on what 
is wrong with our foreign aid program 
and I begin by suggesting that a nation 
which is the product of foreign aid must 
take a new look at its own foreign aid 
program. 

Much is wrong with our foreign aid 
programs. We have poured money into 
Laos only to dig ourselves deeper into a 
pit of corruption, luxury spending by 
the aristocracy, and waste. The people 
have not benefited, but have turned 
away from the corrupt government we 
so lavishly supported. In Iran we have 
had a large program of aid to a govern
ment receiving oil revenues in the neigh
borhood of several million dollars a year. 
This has gone on for years, yet at pres
ent the Iranian Government is in danger 
of national bankruptcy. We have had 
to move with emergency measures to 
shore up Iran in the past 6 months. 
India is struggling with limited resources 
to get her development underway and 
we have been told over and over that it 
is urgent that we help. Then we supply 
new jet aircraft to neighboring Pakistan 
and the Indians divert funds from de
velopment to arms to keep up in their 
quarrel with Pakistan. Aid to India is 
urgent and yet we feed an arms race 
between India and Pakistan that takes 
funds away from the development of 
both countries. 

It would be possible to move about the 
world and point to these contradictions, 
troubles and failures in our aid program. 
This has led some to feel that we must 
reduce or eliminate our aid programs. 
This is not my feeling. We live in a 
troubled world in which there are grave 
challenges to our Nation and to our way 
of life and our values. As Dr. Albert 
Schweitzer has observed, this is the 
most dangerous period in all human his
tory. Heretofore nature has controlled 
man, but now man has learned to con
trol elemental forces before he has 
learned to control himself. In this most 
dangerous period in human history we 
cannot back away or hide from the 
challenges. To do so is to insure that we 
fail, that we lose, and if we lose humanity 
will have lost what has been won with 
blood, sweat, and tears. We must meet 
this modern challenge to freedom 
head on, with vigor, courage, and per
haps above all with wisdom. We must 
not back away from foreign aid because 
it has been beset by troubles, failure and 
inadequacy in the past. We must set it 
aright. We must proceed, but not with 
the same old inadequate framework. 
We must proceed with a new vigor and 
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wisdom on this program and, learning 
from the mistakes of the past, abandon 
them. 

It is now proposed that we embark 
in a different direction, notably in Latin 
America, the essence of which is that we 
say to the Latin American countries: 
put your house in order and the United 
States will provide a great deal of 
money. There can be no basic disagree
ment on one aspect of this-surely the 
people we aid ought to be endeavoring 
to put their own house in order. Other
wise our economic aid is virtually cer
tain to be sunk in corruption and waste. 
But is this indeed the best we have to 
offer the world-put your house in or
der and we will provide money? Have 
we grown so stagnant and materialistic 
as a Nation that our contribution to the 
world must be limited to money, to ma
terial things? I think not, but I also 
think we have slipped into this fault. I 
think it is time, and past time, that we 
abandoned it. 

We are told that there is a "Revolu
tion of Rising Expectations" abroad in 
the world, and in Asia, Latin America, 
the Middle East, and Africa in particu
lar. We are told that the people of these 
areas want economic improvement and 
want it fast. I do not deny or doubt 
this. I doubt rather that it strikes to 
the heart of the matter. I doubt 
that economic improvement, important 
though it is, represents the heart of the 
matter. 

There is an old saying that "man does 
not live by bread alone,'' and there is a 
habit in our times to dismiss it with the 
offhand gesture that bread-material 
things-is the basis of man's higher 
strivings. I suspect that we must pay 
much closer attention to the truth, ac
cumulated over the ages, contained in 
this old saw. 

What indeed is the truth of the matter 
in many of the underdeveloped countries 
we have been aiding? South Vietnam 
is not necessarily a poor, destitute coun
try. Its people live modestly by our 
standards, but in part out of choice. It 
contains one of the most productive rice
growing areas in the world-so produc
tive that its people are disinclined to 
grow a second crop as one alone is so 
abundant. Where has our economic aid 
gone in South Vietnam? Very largely 
into the import of luxury goods for the 
city population and into paying the costs 
of the army. And where is the real chal
lenge in South Vietnam? It lies with 
the peasantry, whose support is essen
tial if the army is to move effectively 
against the Communist guerrillas infil
trated from the north. 

I suspect that there is a revolution of 
rising expectations in South Vietnam 
that is of vast importance to us-and I 
suspect that our past aid programs have 
made very little contribution toward 
meeting it. I suspect it lies in the rising 
expectations of the peasantry for hu
man dignity, freedom, and liberty. If 
we are going to help meet it we are going 
to have to shift our aid program away 
from luxury goods for the urban popula
tion and we are going to have to find 
something more valuable than money 
to offer. 

Again in Iran, where our aid programs fundamental of all. Marquis de La
have been long and deeply involved, there fayette is an outstanding example. 
is a demand for economic improvement. Lafayette was a young French noble
But there is a much stronger and more man who had everything to lose and 
important demand for freedom, liberty, nothing to gain by backing the radical 
and popular government by people who cause of our Revolution. It was not 
understand the virtues of freedom. These good business for him nor was he check
latter demands are particularly strong ing the spread of radical ideas dan
among the young educated people-the gerous to the nobility of France to which 
leaders of the none too distant future- he belonged-quite the opposite. But 
and it is not at all clear to me that these come to the United States he did-for 
demands will fade away if we help build principle and with a grasp of enduring 
a new factory or a new hydroelectric truths rather than for personal gain. 
dam. On the contrary, I think experi- He brought not money for the develop
ence shows that the demands for liberty ment of our country, but moral support 
and participation in the affairs of their ·for the cause more central to our con
nation through popular government will cern. He, as we, took the words of the 
grow with economic development. Declaration of Independence seriously. 

Iran, a country of large and important We held these truths to be self-evident. 
tribes, provides another good example. So did Lafayette. 
One of the largest tribes remains under What Lafayette contributed to the 
virtually military rule, with its popular · American cause was an international 
leaders appointed by representatives of recognition that something deep and 
their government-in-exile. The essence more fundamental was at stake in our 
of the quarrel between the tribe and the Revolution-that it was not just another 
Iranian Government is not economic but of the endless quarrels of dynasty and 
one of liberty. The tribesmen, in Amer- empire of the time. Lafayette by his 
ican eyes, appear poor but by their own words and actions said to the world: 
standards, by comparison with the peo- This is a struggle for all men, every
pie around them, they are well off and where. As indeed it was. Because La
consider themselves to be so. What the fayette was a prominent and noble 
tribesmen want is for the Government to young man, his declaration thl·ough ac
leave them in peace. They want an end tion and sacrifices caused a great stir 
to the exactions of corrupt tax collectors, in Europe. For some it was a scandal; 
policemen, and other Government offi.- for others it was a rousing action of 
cials. They want their liberty. principle. But for all, it was a declara-

How long can we hold the support of tion that the Colonies in faraway 
men who seek liberty, such as the America could not be ignored or dis
Ghashghai, when our major effort, what- missed as of no consequence. They were 
ever our intention, runs against them forging a new course, under the banner 
and their aspirations? of the rights of man, which would stir 

These problems of foreign aid are di:ffi.- humanity across the world and have the 
cult and complex. Only the rash at- greatest impact upon history. 
tempt to treat them in the simple tones Lafayette brought to our young Na
of black and white. But they are neither tion a tribute more valuable than his 
new nor alien to our Nation. Foreign sword or French money to continue the 
aid was well known to George Washing- fight. He brought a moral support, 
ton and indeed vital to the success of which was to warm and arouse the senti
our Revolution. It was foreign aid that ments of men in our country and far 
we received. beyond it. I have said that Washington 

Washington, in undertaking to fight might not have been able to continue 
the then mighty British Empire, under- without French monetary assistance. I 
took a none-too-promising task. From · wonder even more if the men who stayed 
beginning to end, and almost without with Washington could have done with
exception, washington was desperately out Lafayette's moral foreign aid. It 
short of money and the most elemen- was not bread, warmth, and comforts 

- tary supplies. Few of his troops even which sustained them, for they had but 
had uniforms. In this situation France very little of these. It was a funda
came to the help of the United states mental moral courage, a knowledge that 
with money and supplies. During the they were in the right, a sureness that 
war of Independence, France gave the they had grasped a fundamental truth 
United states about $2 million and lent for themselves, their families and coun
us another $6 million-all in the much trymen, and men everyWhere. Lafayette 
more valuable dollars of that day. This strode among Washington's men bring
may not appear too impressive in light ing them aid and support for their moral 
of the sums involved in the bill presently courage-a support which cannot be 
at hand, but it was a large and impor- measured or purchased in dollars and 
tant sum at the crucial point in our without which great causes and events 
struggle for liberty. One may wonder are not moved. 
if washington would have gotten Our Nation was born out of moral 

courage. It was the moral code at the 
through many a crisis, and notably the foundation of our society, our sw·eness 
bitter winter days ·of Valley Forge, if the for the right, our sureness that freedom 
United States could have won its free- and liberty were fundamental, which 
dom and independence, without this for- brought the United States into being. 
eign aid. And our coming began the modern revo-

But important though this material lution which continues to this day. The 
aid was, the moral support given the world was never the same again after the 
struggling United States by citizens of American Revolution. The struggle for 
France and other nations was most freedom and liberty we see today in 
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places like Africa is not strange to our 
heritage-it is a direct descendant of our 
Revolution. 

At our birth as a nation, foreign aid 
and, above all, moral aid was vital. In 
modern times we have turned to the aid 
of others and our responsibility to do so 
could not be clearer. We have gone out 
into the world with money, our food sur
plus, our technological knowledge, the 
products of our industrial society, and 
assistance in arms. We have not been 
miserly. But something has been miss
ing, something lacking, something has 
brought frustration to our efforts. That 
something is no secret to us, for it is the 
very core of our heritage. As Washing
ton and Lafayette knew well, but we 
have forgotten, it is moral support-if 
you will, moral foreign aid-which 
sustains men in the bitter winter of their 
troubles. With this support, our foreign 
aid in dollars can accomplish great 
events. Without it, our foreign aid dol
lars fall into a sink of frustration, cor
ruption, oppression, and failure. 

How then shall we turn? Can we 
simply put more money into our oversea 
information activities-into telling our 
message in the most effective terms. 
This might be useful, but it is doomed to 
failure until we first make up our minds 
that we still stand for right, for the 
fundamental moral principles that 
aroused Washington and Lafayette. 
The people about this globe do not want 
to hear from us what Washington, Jef
ferson, and Lincoln stood for. They do 
not want to be told to put their own 
house in order. They know this and 
know it well, perhaps better than some 
of us do. They want to know what you 
and I stand for. If we stand with 
Washington, Jefferson, and Lincoln then 
we stand with the people of this troubled 
world. If we are not so sure, or have 
half forgotten, then perhaps we had best 
not remind the world that our Nation 
once was truly great but now has drifted 
away. 

I do not think that we have really 
drifted away. I think we have had a 
bad fit of absent-mindedness. We have 
held to our moral principles, but have 
deluded ourselves with the idea that men 
can act with moral courage without tak
ing risks. We have believed in freedom 
and liberty for ourselves and others, 
and deluded ourselves with the comfort
ing ideas that for other people these 
fundamental truths mean not much 
more than more material comforts and 
a higher standard of living. These are 
delusions and we have known better 
from the days of Valley Forge. 

We have looked upon foreign aid as 
a means to maintain existing govern
ments elsewhere in the world. For, we 
have thought, if these governments fall 
there will be risks and dangers. There 
can be no courage without risks, no lead
erships without dangers. And, in truth, 
jt is not men of moral courage but 
men of moral weakness who take the 
greatest risks. The weak man simply 
puts off the danger until the morrow 
when it will be all the greater for his 
weakness. We have uncovered this as 
a nation in our foreign aid. Govern
ments we attempted to bolster have 

fallen and their people turned away from 
us in distrust or lack of hope. 

We have looked upon aid as a means 
of raising standards of living and of 
doing better business ourselves. But 
we have forgotten that men move from 
deeper and more fundamental moral 
concerns. We have forgotten that 
prosperity for ourselves and for others 
blossoms out of freedom and liberty, 
while without freedom and liberty there 
is no prosperity either for our own busi
nesses or for our fellow man. 

Our economic aid is important and 
we must meet the challenge it poses, 
not back away from it. But we must 
recognize that it is but one part of the 
path blazed for our Nation by Washing
ton and that stranger and member of 
our human family, Lafayette. 

Moral support in the cause of the 
right, accompanied by economic aid, is 
what makes the path run true and what 
inspires freedom-loving people through
out the world to tread it. 

Mr. Chairman, I have followed the dis
cussion with interest. I have read the 
reports. I have taken advantage of 
every opportunity available to counsel 
with people who are close to this pro
gram, who have an interest in this pro
gram, and who should know more about 
it than I do. 

Based upon that experience I have 
come to some very definite conclusions 
which I think need to be noted. 

One of the observations I wish to 
share deals with the attitude of those 
who have been in charge of our foreign 
affairs since the close of World War II. 

And, I would like to suggest that while 
in many respects the program has been 
good and can be defended, it has been 
riddled with far too many mistakes and 
there is no question but what it lacks 
support from the people who are called 
upon to support it with tax dollars
that is, the people we represent-they are 
not sold on it. 

It is my opinion they are not sold on 
it because they do not know what we are 
trying to accomplish and I think it is 
fair to say that a vast number of the 
Members of the Congress, maybe even 
some of those on the Foreign Affairs 
Committee themselves, do not know what 
we are trying to accomplish. 

So, the first point I am trying to make 
is that the greatest shortcoming is the 
lack of a Gettysburg-like statement on 
what our foreign policy is and what it 
seeks to accomplish. 

Mr. Chairman, I charge the State De
partment and those associated with our 
foreign affairs with the responsibility of 
bringing forth a statement of policy and 
goals for ourselves and for those we seek 
to help. 

Now, I call attention to the title of 
H.R. 8400, the bill under consideration. 

The title reads: "To promote the for
eign policy, security, and general welfare 
of the United States by assisting peo
ples of the world in their efforts toward 
economic and social development and 
internal and external security, and for 
other purposes". 

It closes as you will note with, "for 
other purposes". 

I ask, what are these other purposes? 
It seems to me this is what would worry 

the lovers of freedom all over the world. 
It worrys the American people, too, and 
it should worry every Member of the 
Congress. 

In line 3 of the act it reads: 
That this act may be cited as the "Mutual 

Security Act of 1961". 

Line 7 reads: 
This part may be cited as the "Act for 

International Development of 1961". 

Mr. Chairman, I ask, why should not 
the word "may" in each instance read 
"shall" and what would be wrong in 
having it cited, "our program for peace 
and mutual progress with freedom and 
justice for all". 

I have filed an amendment to these 
sections to have them read as I believe 
reflects the objectives we should have. 
r am doing this because I believe this 
expresses what our people want for our
selves and for freedom loving people all 
over the world and because I believe this, 
it would appeal to all of the people we are 
seeking to help. 

I believe this would give a sense of 
direction, a purpose and a goal that has 
been needed. 

I have recently collected, read andre
read all of the speeches made to the 
Congress by visiting dignitaries in the 
history of our Nation and I would like 
to remind the Members of the House 
that almost without exception these 
visitors-kings, queens, prime ministers, 
premiers, secretaries, presidents, vice 
presidents, chancellors-speak about the 
virtues of liberty and freedom. 

This seems to be the central theme 
and yet we have not used it like we 
could or should use it. This amend
ment underscores what has been in the 
heart and soul of Americans since Lin
coin stated the case for us. For our 
posterity and for all humanity in his last 
inaugural address. 

Mr. Chairman, there is an interesting 
article in the August issue of the Reader's 
Digest entitled "North Americans, Share 
Your Democracy With Us," by Jose 
Figueres. This man is one of the true 
champions of freedom and popular go\'
ernment in Latin America. 

I would like to take the time to read 
the entire article. This is not possible 
so I ask unanimous consent to place it in 
the RECORD at the close of my remarks. 

I should like, however, to point out 
some signficant quotes he has made in 
this article which supports the argu
ment I have just presented. 

He propounds the following question 
and makes this statement which ought 
to be noted: 

How can the democratic forces, rather than 
the Communists fill this vacuum? We must 
run faster. Prostrated postwar Europe was 
a vacuum, too. You filled it by helping 
launch a European democratic renaissance. 
Your rewards were strong allies and rich 
markets for exports. This accomplishment 
must be repeated in our hemisphere. 

He further states: 
Here in Latin America, our democratic 

reform forces need your sympathetic sup
port for an unfolding struggle to wrest so
cial change from the oligarchies and dicta
tors on our right, and to contain and head 
off the Communists on our left. 
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Then he suggests: 
Development of democratic leaders and 

democratic parties will be fruitless without 
honest, democratic elections. Here your 
Government could use its influence within 
the Organization of American States to win 
OAS supervision of national elections in some 
countries. * * * Attention must be given 
to our other needs. 

Mr. Chairman, I reiterate that we have 
looked upon aid as a means of raising 
standards of living and of doing better 
business ourselves. But we have for
gotten that men are moved by deeper and 
more fundamental moral concerns. 

We have forgotten that prosperity for 
ourselves and for others blossoms out of 
freedom and liberty, while without free
dom and liberty there is no prosperity 
either for our own businesses or for our 
fellow men. 

The path for our Nation was blazed 
by Washington. The path of our for
eign aid was blazed by a foreigner, 
Lafayette, who came to our aid in 
Washington's hour of need. 

He came with that most valuable and 
scarce commodity-moral support in the 
cause of right. It is for us to go for
ward along these paths. 

We need to regain the virtues of true 
greatness that our forefathers knew so 
well. They are: courage, wisdom, and 
goodness. 

Goodness to love the right. 
Wisdom to know the right. 
Courage to do the right. 
Our forefathers knew so well the 

soundness of these admonitions; and, 
we Americans today must again em
brace them. 

Like an ancient psalmist, Lincoln, on 
the eve of another national crisis, 
wrote: 

Let us have faith that right makes might, 
and in that faith, let us to the end, dare 
to do our duty as we understand it. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I hope the 
amendments I have filed will receive 
favorable consideration. 

Changing the word "may" to "shall" 
is right. It denotes conviction and 
suggests that we have faith. 

The expression "an act for peace and 
mutual progress with justice and free
dom" is consistent with what our coun
try has sought to achieve since we began 
as a nation. 

I should like to conclude my remarks 
by some significant quotations of one of 
the hemisphere's foremost political 
leaders, Jose Figueres, former President 
of Costa Rica. When we get back in 
the House I shall ask unanimous con
sent to include this article in my re
marks. His greatest plea is: "Help us 
understand what we must do." 

(The article referred to follows:) 
NORTH AMERICANS, SHARE YOUR DEMOCRACY 

WITH Us 
(By Jose Figueres, former President of Costa 

Rica) 
(NoTE.-"In Latin America, perhaps within 

the next 10 years, the decisive battle of the 
cold war will be fought." One of our hemi
sphere's foremost political leaders pleads elo
quently for greater U.S. understanding and 
support of those who are struggling to bring 
economic and social justice to the countries 
south of the border.) 

A dozen years ago, we in Costa Rica fought 
the first battle in this hemisphere against 
Russian communism. Some 2,000 of my 
countrymen died to oust the Communists 
who had combined with reactionary poli
ticians to seize by force what we had won by 
ballot in a democratic election. 

Fellow Americans in the United States took 
scant notice of our struggle, nor did they 
grasp its urgent lesson. It wasn't only Costa 
Rica that was under attack. A fanatic 
breed, guided and financed by a great power, 
meant to conquer the whole hemisphere for 
totalitarian communism. 

In Guatemala in 1954 the Communists 
tried again. They were ejected. Yet that 
affair, too, was treated as an isolated inci
dent and forgotten. Today, with Cuba 
solidly in the Communist camp, I am dis
mayed t hat North Americans ask only, "What 
can we do to overthrow Castro?"-blindly 
assuming that this would finish the struggle. 

Instead, the question should be: "How 
can we together, Americans in the United 
States and Americans in Latin America, save 
the hemisphere as a whole?" 

Look a t the globe. What area should 
logically balance the vast land mass of the 
Sino-Soviet alliance? Only Latin America 
can rapidly tilt the balance of power to one 
side or the other. Here, perhaps within the 
next 10 years, the decisive battle of the 
cold war will be fought. 

Today Latin America is a vast power vacu
um. On the one hand, our economic devel
opment fails to keep pace with population 
growth (in 25 years there will be twice as 
many of us-about 400 million). On the 
other hand. a rising lower middle class of 
city dwellers and the once-placid mass of 
peasants are becoming aware of what they 
have been missing and are pressing for 
change. 

How can the democratic forces rather 
than the Communists fill this vacuum? We 
must run faster. Prostrated postwar Europe 
was a vacuum, too. You filled it by helping 
launch a European democratic renaissance. 
Your rewards were strong allies and rich 
markets for exports. This accomplishment 
must be repeated in our hemisphere. 

True, the task here is more difficult. We 
have not yet had our industrial revolution 
or social revolution, as Europe had. In most 
of our republics the accumulated wealth is 
meager and it is concentrated in the hands 
of small privileged groups which we call 
oligarchies. Without wider distribution of 
wealth, through more just taxation, land re
form and higher wages, economic aid-money 
and technicians-will largely benefit only 
the few. Here in Latin America, our demo
cratic reform forces need your sympathetic 
support for an unfolding struggle to wrest 
social change from the oligarchies and dicta
tors of our right, and to contain and head 
off the Communists on our left. 

Latin Americans of the privileged class 
still dance to the tune "It can't happen 
here." They use the newspapers and radio 
stations they own, the politcial parties they 
control, to block efforts to meet even the 
most urgent needs. In this negative climate, 
small and well-trained groups of Communists, 
skilled at fanning unrest and exploiting 
weaknesses, stand ready to take power. 

We have the men to cope with the Com
munists and channel the necessary social 
change along democratic lines. They are 
seasoned political leaders who have proved 
their devotion to democracy by suffering im
prisonment, torture, and exile. Who of your 
political leaders had 60 pounds of iron on 
his ankles at age 20 and still bears the scars 
of a dictator's effort to burn him alive-as 
President R6mulo Betancourt of Venezuela 
has? Who, like Dr. Lacayo Farfan, the 
refugee leader of Nicaragua's Liberal Inde
pendent Party, has been nearly blinded by 
torture? Or, like Victor Raul Haya de la 

Torre, leader of Peru's APRA Party ( Alianza 
Popular Revolucionaria Americana), has 
suffered banishment most of his adult life? 

We have vigorous democratic reform par
ties-my own National Liberation Party in 
Costa Rica, the APRA, the Acci6n Demo
cratica of Venezuela, among many others. 
We are trying to unite them in a democratic 
international movement that will meet the 
challenge of the Communist International. 

Help us! Understand what we must do. 
We in Latin America have a great deal to 

change. And it is too late for a slow-paced 
evolution. The social and economic justice 
you evolved in 150 years we must telescope 
into a handful of years. 

President Kennedy has said, "If a free so
ciety cannot help the many who are poor, 
it cannot save the few who are rich." He 
has called his 10-year Latin American aid 
plan an effort " to complete the revolution 
of the Americas." He has come out for a 
"better distribution of wealth and income." 

But your business community still con
siders the Latin American oligarchies as its 
counterparts. Some of your State Depart
ment officers still prefer to associate with 
the aristocrats. Even in Washington, news 
of the official change in attitude doesn't seem 
to have got around. 

We rejoice at the prodemocratic words of 
your President. We cheer when you name 
progressive friends of ours as Ambassadors 
to Peru, Venezuela, and Bolivia. But we are 
distressed when Vice President LYNDON 
JoHNSON, on leaving for his Asian mission, 
is photographed at the airport embracing the 
Nicaraguan Ambassador to Washington. The 
photograph will be circulated all over the 
hemisphere by your enemies to prove you 
are still friends of the Somoza-family dicta
torship in Nicaragua. 

Some North Americans, acting privately, 
have already helped. The Inter-American 
Association for Freedom and Democracy, 
headed by Frances Grant in New York, has 
befriended our · exiled leaders and provided 
a voice for democracy in Washington and 
before the United Nations. 

If your President's brave new words would 
take root in your press, among your business
men, among your State Department officers 
abroad, wider action to help the true friends 
of democracy in this hemisphere would 
follow. 

Last year, 10 of our democratic reform 
parties in Latin America took a leaf from the 
Communist book and set up at San Jose, 
Costa Rica, a school to train democratic 
agents, just as the Soviet Union and Red 
China train carriers of communism. The 
students in this Institute of Political Edu
cation are young men and women, most of 
them in their 20's: lawyers, teachers, labor 
leaders. In 90 days of intensive dawn-to
dark classes and seminars we train them in 
leadership-how to perfect a party organiza
tion, organize a political campaign, start a 
newspaper, a youth movement, a trade union. 
We teach them history and economics, so 
they in turn can teach fellow Latin Ameri
cans how democracy solves the economic 
problems of a country. We teach them land 
and tax reform and international relations. 

Last December we graduated our first class 
of 23, some of whom, on their return to their 
own countries, were jailed by dictators. Now 
we are training a class of 53. These new 
young leaders have crucial work to do. All 
over Latin America the demand for social 
change is churning up small, aggressive 
movements whose leaders want change but 
don't know which way to turn: whether to 
socialism, to communism, or to a mixed 
economy. Our young leaders are trained to 
channel these movements toward democracy, 
to build strong democratic parties, to win 
elections, and then to push positive programs 
of reform when they take power. And, of 
course, to defend their movements and their 
countries against Communists. 
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We desperately need a network of these 

leadership training schools, yet we barely 
have funds to support one. In the quasi
feudal system that dominates many of our 
countries we, the democratic parties, are 
regarded as radical troublemakers and 
equated blindly with the Communists 
whom we fight; we get no help from the men 
of means among us. Our chief hope is the 
people of the United States. One private 
U.S. foundation has come to our rescue. 
More help from others would yield incalcu
lable results. 

Development of democratic leaders and 
democratic parties will be fruitless without 
honest, democratic elections. Here your 
government could use its influence within 
the Organization of American States to win 
OAS supervision of national elections in 
some countries. Such supervision is needed, 
for instance, in Nicaragua, where, in effect, 
only the dictatorial party of the Somoza fam
ily is permitted to engage in political activi
ty. It is needed in Peru, where in the next 
elections APRA is hoping to run its first 
presidential candidate since 1931. 

Attention must be given to our other 
needs. 

The forces we fight have no trouble get
ting their propaganda to our people. I can 
turn on my radio at any hour of the day or 
night on my farm in Costa Rica and hear 
a strong clear voice from Moscow discuss in 
faultless Spanish the latest news of the day 
and the latest Latin American problem
slanted poisonously against "Yankee im
perialists." Only your government can 
meet the challenge of the broadcasts from 
Moscow (and Havana), and I wonder why 
you have neglected to do so. 

Your large enterprises that do business in 
Latin America could help our struggling 
democratic newspapers. In Lima, Peru, the 
feudal El Comercio, which opposes even the 
moderate development measures of Premier 
Pedro Beltran, has no trouble getting adver
tising from North American companies. Yet 
the voice of the anti-Communist APRA party, 
La Tribuna, is starved for advertising. (This 
situation it all the more hizarre because the 
consenative El Comercio, infiltrated by Com
munists, publishes editorials that thunder 
for expropriation of North American oil in
terests.) 

Social justice-the more equitable distri
bution of wealth-will have meaning only 
if there is something to distribute. Capital 
must be created for economic development. 

We don't want gifts. What we want most 
of all is fair payment for the sweat of our 
people and for the juices of our soil, on which 
our earnings primarily depend. Our income 
from the raw materials we produce today 
is $1.2 billion less per year than it was in 1951. 
Yet the number of mouths we must feed has 
increased by an estimated 30 million. This 
has meant austerity programs for many of 
our republics-with dangerous byproducts of 
bitterness and unrest. 

Although we sell cheap, we have to pay 
dear for the products we import from our 
customers-the rich industrial countries. 
For instance: because of the low level of 
world coffee prices a Costa Rican coffee 
plantation worker earns about $1.50 a day, 
or about one-eighth of the minimum wage 
of your lowest paid worker. Since we in 
Costa Rica are not in a wheat latitude, we 
must import $5 million worth of U.S. 
wheat yearly. For this we pay a price 
that has been stabilized for years, because it 
would not be right for our people to eat 
cheap bread at the expense of your farmers. 
To buy this wheat, or sOiite product of your 
factories, our coffee worker must trade 20 
hours of his labor for 1 hour of the U.S. 
worker's labor. As a result, resentful Latin 
Americans accuse North Americans of ex
ploitation and charge that we are, in effect, 
colonies of the advanced industrial nations. 

I have tried to convince your State De
partment that they should hasten, as an 
urgent cold-war measure, plans for buttress
ing the prices for Latin American raw mate
rials. With modifications, we could copy 
on an international scale what you have 
done with commodity controls inside your 
country. 

Coffee price went to 90 cents per pound for 
certain grades in 1950, then plummeted to 
the present 40 cents. Suppose, through 
stabilization, they were brought back to 60 
cents a pound? This would cost coffee drink
ers in the United States and Western Eu
rope about a cent additional per cup. But 
to hard-pressed Colombia, on the verge of 
devaluation, it would mean a lifesaving $150 
million a year. To Brazil, seeking ever-in
creasing transfusions of loans, it would mean 
$400 million yearly. To my own Costa Rica 
it would mean $20 million. 

What assurance is there that this addi
tional income would fiow into higher wages 
and industrial development rather than in
to the pockets of the wealthy coffeegrowers? 
One answer is that growers' groups and gov
ernments could be induced, as a condition 
of participation in price-stabilization pro
grams, to support basic reforms: just tax
ation that will distribute income; provision 
for minimum wages. 

A Western World divided between rich and 
poor countries is a house divided in the 
struggle against communism. Also, the very 
poverty of the raw-material countries 
threatens the prosperity of the rich. The 
low price of baler twine, produced in Yuca
tan, for instance, permits your Wisconsin 
farmer to save a hundredth of a cent on 
every 10 pounds of butter. But there may 
be no employment for the farmer's son in a 
Detroit automobile factory because people 
in Yucatan (and elsewhere in Latin America) 
can't afford even shoes, let alone automobiles. 
Quite probably, if 200 million Latin Ameri
cans could afford to buy U.S. products, the 
United States could reduce to a mimimum 
its unemployment-compensation costs and 
its storage charges on food surpluses. 

I have spoken bluntly, as one does within 
the family. Neither of us on either side of 
the Rio Grande can do much that doesn't 
affect the other-as the case of Cuba proves. 
In addition, my personal ties to you are 
close. Your Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology educated me. Your great New 
York City was my home for some years. I 
am married to a girl from Yorktown Heights, 
N.Y. 

May I suggest, then, within the family, 
that you create a unified command in Wash
ington to provide leadership for the com
mon task we face in this hemisphere? Presi
dent Kennedy is commander in chief of the 
cold war. For this sector we need also a 
respected and resourceful divisional com
mander, a man of suitable rank and status 
in your Government. 

There is too great a tendency to attack 
effects, such as the Cuban regime. The cold
war divisional commander I have in mind 
would mobilize the forces of our hemisphere 
to deal with the causes: Latin American 
democratic frustrations; economic and so
cial stagnation; and anti-Yankee resentment, 
justified and otherwise. 

We would not start from scratch. For 
economic development, we have on our side 
a valuable group of Latin American econo
mists who have become the core of the Eco
nomic Commission of the United Nations 
for Latin America (ECLA). On your side, 
economists and sociologists have been work
ing on blueprints for Western Hemispheric 
development. (Their help was priceless in 
the pilot project of Puerto Rico, where a 
school of responsible technicians has de
veloped.) 

We have plenty of development institu
tions: the Inter-American Development 

Bank, the Economic and Social Council of 
the OAS, the Development Loan Fund, the 
World Bank. We do not need more institu
tions or experts or plans. What we need 
from the United States is loyalty in Latin 
America to those principles you uphold at 
home. This would mean that you would 
logically lead, and not oppose, our democratic 
social revolution. 

Share with us your democracy, and we 
will share with you your destiny. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Iowa has expired. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to ask the author of the amendment 
some questions. Do I understand his 
amendment strikes out lines 7 and 8 
completely? 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Yes. 
Mr. MORGAN. And what was the 

wording he substitutes in lines 1, 2, 3, 
and4? 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. I propose to strike 
out the four lines 3 and 4, and 7 and 8 
and substitute in each instance the fol
lowing: 

That this act shall be cited as an act for 
peace and mutual progress with justice and 
freedom for all. 

Mr. MORGAN. Perhaps the gentle
man will answer another question: Part 
I, section 101 is the title of the economic 
section of the bill, not of the entire act. 

Did the gentleman really mean to 
strike this title out completely? 

I have no objection to the amendment 
offered to lines 1, 2, 3, and 4, but I am a 
little bit alarmed about striking out 
lines 7 and 8 which constitute the short 
title to the economic section of the bill. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. I will not quarrel 
very much except to say that I believe 
that if it was right in one instance there 
is no reason why it should not be right 
in other instances, because I think the 
objective you want to attain is the same; 
at least that is the way I interpret it. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORGAN. I yield. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. I believe the lan

guage is commendable and would be ac
ceptable if we had considered them in 
the committee. However, an amendment 
of this nature at this time could be very 
far reaching with regard to the rest of 
the bill. I think it should be more lim
ited in its application. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, that 
could be handled very easily by unani
mous consent. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. MORGAN. I yield. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. I would like to 

ask the gentleman if it would be ac
ceptable to him to withdraw the part 
of his amendment that applies to lines 
7 and 8? Those two lines actually ap
ply to the economic section only. BY 
agreeing to this his amendment would 
apply as the general title of the act. I 
think his general language is good and 
his purpose would be accomplished. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. I agree to that 
amendment. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, a point of order; does the 
gentleman ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw it? 
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Mr. SCHWENGEL. I am indicating 
a willingness to accept the modification. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I ob
ject. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORGAN. I yield. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair

man, I seek recognition because it seems 
to me as I heard the amendment read 
that there was no replacement of some 
of the language that was stricken. I 
heard no reference to restating the lan
guage in section 101 on lines 7 and 8. 
And yet now the gentleman from Iowa 
says he will include such a change in 
his amendment. I would think from 
that point alone, if for no other, this 
would be a defective amendment. Ap
p-arently the intention is to replace the 
present language in lines 7 and 8 with 
something else. Yet, as I heard the 
amendment read, it did not replace that 
language with anything else. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. I believe the gen
tleman from New Jersey is absolutely 
correct. In view of the fact there has 
been an objection to the unanimous
consent request, I feel we should vote 
against the amendment. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. JUDD, of Minne

sota, to the amendment offered by Mr. 
SCHWENGEL, of Iowa: Moves to amend the 
amendment of Mr. SCHWENGEL by striking 
out amendment to lines 7 and 8. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, all this 
amendment does is to give us a chance 
and the committee a chance to amend 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa as he would like to have it 
amended, so it will only change the 
overall name of the act and not change 
the name of part I, section 101, lines 7 
and 8. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, we 
will agree to the amended language. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair
man, it seems to me this amendment is 
also defective because as written what 
the gentleman is offering and suggesting 
is striking out the amendment to lines 
7 and 8. As I understand, it is one 
amendment, so we cannot strike out an 
amendment. 

Mr. JUDD. It is an amendment to 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa striking out the reference to 
this section. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Minnesota be 
read again. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
SCHWENGEL] be reread. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk reread the Schwengel 

amendment and the Judd amendment. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair
man, a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair
man, I make the point of order that the 
amendment by the gentleman from Min
nesota is defective, in that it moves to 
strike out an amendment or amend
ments-! could not hear exactly which
lines 7 and 8. There is only one amend
ment and it is not divisible. 

The CHAIRMAN. An amendment can 
be offered to an amendment to limit the 
first amendment by striking out part of 
it. However, the gentleman's point of 
order with respect to the amendment 
to the amendment comes too late. The 
amendment has been rereported by 
unanimous consent. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Minneso
ta [Mr. JuDD] to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
SCHWENGEL]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa EMr. SCHWENGEL] as amend
ed. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Gaoss: On page 

4, lines 18 and 19, strike the following 
language: 

"(g) To the extent practicable assistance 
should be based upon well-conceived plans;" 
and insert the following in lieu thereof: 

"(g) Assistance shall be based upon sound 
plans and programs;" 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, it is 
incredible that there should be in a bill 
dealing with the spending of more than 
$8 billion such juvenile language as this: 

To the extent practicable assistance should 
be based upon well-conceived plans. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot understand 
how this language ever got into this bill. 
I assume the bill was written in the State 
Department, and I must assume it was 
either stupidity or that such language 
was inserted for a deliberate and diabol
ical reason; to give the administrators 
in the State Department and the ICA a 
great big statutory loophole to crawl 
through when their programs do not 
workout. 

If you obtain a public works project 
in your district it has to be based upon 
sound planning and programing. It 
has to meet the benefit-to-cost ratio and 
so on and so forth. 

I cannot conceive that the House be 
willing to let this stand in this bill. I 
do not like to sweeten it up or improve 
it, but I cannot conceive that you want 
this kind of language to stand as a loop
hole through which officials can crawl 
and come back and say when a program 
or project fails, that the law did not 
compel us to have fully sound planning 
and programing. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. I think the gentleman 
will be happy. This is one of the few 
times that I have been able to agree 
wholeheartedly with the gentleman, and 
the committee is delighted to accept the 
gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman 
and the committee for accepting the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Iowa. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, restrictions by East 

German Communist authorities on the 
free and unrestricted movement of in
dividuals in the Berlin area, in violation 
of morality and international agree
ments, brings to mind a vital aspect of 
the Foreign Assistance Act now under 
discussion. I refer to clauses in the leg
islation drafted by the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs that express the sense 
of Congress against the arbitrary barring 
of U.S. citizens, on a basis of religion 
and race, by recipients of our assistance. 

The House Committee on Foreign Af
fairs acted with a view to the promotion 
of our foreign policy and protection of 
the rights and dignity of our citizens 
when it served notice that we would not 
supinely suffer and submit to discrimi
nation affecting our own citizens, even 
a Member of this very House of Repre
sentatives and officials of the point 4 
program itself-and, I should add mem
bers of our Armed Forces. 

In testimony before the committee, 
I explained in detail the various dis
criminations imposed upon Americans, 
including my own self, by certain Arab 
States benefiting from the generosity of 
American taxpayers of all faiths. 

Imagine, Mr. Chairman, I was not per
mitted to visit American-financed proj
ects in a certain Arab country because 
of my religious faith. Here we are, ex
pected to vote for funds to finance such 
projects and we are told because of re
ligion some of us cannot visit the proj
ects we are paying for. How ironic. 
How ridiculous can a situation be. 

The whole program should not suffer 
because of this, but, the responsible na
tions should be served notice that the 
American people will not tolerate such a 
situation any longer. As long as nations 
can· get away with it, and as long as we 
acquiesce to it, some nations flagrantly 
defy our ideals and principles. They 
should be made to realize that they can
not take American aid for granted-that 
they should have to qualify for such aid 
through their conduct. And it should 
be made clear that they are not going 
to get aid from us if they practice such 
tactics and insults to the American peo
ple. The first important step to accom
plish this is the strongest possible lan
guage in this preamble. The next is for 
this clear will of Congress to be carried 
out by the executive department. After 
all, it does reflect the high concept the 
President stated should be applied for 
foreign assistance-that of linking so
cial justice and morality to the program. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Dr. 
MORGAN, the distinguished chairman, and 
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his committee have unequivocally recog
nized this principle and deserve com
mendation for strengthening the vague 
and nebulous antibias clause offered in 
the preamble to the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, as submitted to the Congress. 

Foreign nations, which have and are 
insulting our citizens with impunity, 
might have interpreted the watered
down stand of the bill as originally sub
mitted, weaker than in previous years, 
as an invitation to further discrimina
tions and intensification of various 
illegal boycotts and blockades. 

The House Committee on Foreign 
Affairs has properly and meaningfully 
strengthened the pending legislation by 
adding the following wording: 

It is the sense of the Congress that in
asmuch as (1) the United States favors 
freedom of navigation in international water
ways and economic cooperation between na
tions; and (2) the purposes of this act are 
negated and the peace of the world is en
dangered when nations which receive assist
ance under this act wage economic warfare 
against other nations assisted under this act, 
including such procedures as boycotts, 
blockades, and the restriction of the use of 
international waterways; assistance under 
this Act and the Agricultural Trade Devel
opment and Assistance Act of 1954, as 
amended, shall be administered to give effect 
to these principles, and, in all negotiations 
between the United States and any foreign 
state arising as a result of funds appropri
ated under this Act or arising under the 
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist
ance Act of 1954, as amended, these prin
ciples shall be applied, as the Pl:esident may 
determine, and he shall report on measures 
taken by the administration to insure their 
application. 
· Any attempt by foreign nations to create 
distinctions because of their race or religion 
among American citizens in the granting of 
personal or commercial access or any other 
right otherwise available to U.S. citizens 
generally is repugnant to our principles. 

Assistance under this Act and the Agri
cultural Trade Development and Assistance 
Act of 1954, as amended, will be adminis
tered to give effect to these principles. 

I am encouraged and gratified that 
the committee has written language 
which the House, by approving, will be 
clearly stating that we are not retreat
ing from principles sacred to Members 
on both sides of the aisle. It is my fer
vent hope that the other body will ac
cept this language of 102(e) rather than 
the weaker provision which is contained 
in the bill now before that body. Noth
ing sho1·t of the language in the House 
bill which reiterates what Congress has 
said heretofore and carries out the high 
principle as expressed by the President 
will adequately convey the basic prin
ciple and intent. Once established, 
it then becomes the all-important 
matter of implementation and I know 
I reflect the views of the Members of 
this House in calling on the executive 
department to respect the will of Con
gress. 

Regardless of administration, this or 
any other, .I feel the executive depart
ment, specifically the Department of 
State, should view more seriously the 
sense of Congress voiced in our resolu
tions. In past years; as well as in this 
year and even currently, I feel the De
partment is failing to do . all it can to 
implement the antibias and freedom of 

the seas clauses that were part of the 
various foreign assistance acts. The De
partment of State does not hesitate to 
ask us to vote the necessary funds. But 
the Department seemingly pays little 
heed when we do vote such funds and, 
simultaneously, reflecting the views of 
the American public, voice the sense of 
Congress on aspects of the application 
of the aid program. 

Mr. Chairman, there can be no ques
tion here of the sense of this Congress. 
The language of this declaration of policy 
is unqualified and unequivocal. It is a 
clear declaration of principle and as a 
concomitant of American aid, I trust 
it will be accepted in full by the other 
body. America should then practice 
what it preaches and enforce these prin
ciples. 

This will be up to the executive de
partment and I cannot prevail enough 
on the Department of State to decisively 
fulfill this obligation. 

Mr. ALFORD. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, If we are to have any 
foreign aid legislation at all, it is im
perative that it contain the proper safe
guards. 

It has been the hue and cry of the 
foreign aid exponents that the 5-year 
loan program without congressional au
thority will be the panacea to all our 
troubles. 

We have seen what our efforts over 
the past decade have brought us. We 
have alienated friends with our money 
and we have driven the economies of 
some primitive countries into bank
ruptcy. And now the height of our folly 
is that we are proposing to disrupt the 
mechanics of our own Government. 

Under the proposal we are asked to 
accept, it is readily conceivable that the 
executive branch would no longer have 
to justify funds for the development 
financing program. Rather the legisla
tive branch would have to show suffi
cient cause for making any reduction· in 
funds. This was the basis of the ad
ministration's ill-fated power grab at
tempt as outlined in the original farm 
bill. Private enterprise in agriculture 
revolted at such a proposal and the ad
ministration dropped its omnibus farm 
bill like a hot potato. 

And now, on the issue of foreign aid, 
the Executive once again would assume 
all the powers and would magnanimously 
allow the Congress to retain the "right" 
to veto any misuse of this new found 
Executive power. The burden of proof 
would shift from the Executive to the 
legislative in determining whether or 
not appropriations should be made. 

And to add insult to injury, the exec
utive witnesses who have appeared before 
congressional committees in support of 
their position have blandly suggested 
that the Congress will be so timorous 
that the executive prerogative will 
never be questioned and that never 
again will the Congress regain its powers 
to approve or disapprove executive re
quests for money in the area of foreign 
aid. 

In his appearance before the House 
Appropriations Subcommittee on For
eign Operations, Secretary of the Treas-

ury Dillon flatly stated that it would be 
very hard for him to foresee just what 
circumstances would be considered jus
tification for the withdrawal of funds for 
a foreign aid project. Not only could the 
Executive usurp the constitutional au
thority of Congress to approve or dis
approve executive requests for funds for 
particular projects, but the Executive 
could also by direction or indirection 
commit the entire $8.8 foreign aid bil
lion during the first fiscal year of the 
authorization, and these commitments, 
based upon the inaccurate estimates of 
cost of the program in the past, could 
lead to a further request of double or 
triple the present amount to bring the 
programs to completion. Again, it was 
Secretary Dillon who admitted that the 
Executive could "conditionally" commit 
practically the entire amount requested 
during the first fiscal year. And as, our 
colleague, the Honorable OTTO PASSMAN, 
of Louisiana, has so well pointed out in 
foreign aid hearings, conditional com
mitments invariably turn out to be con
clusive commitments. In effect, the exec
utive branch of this Government could 
commit the total amount authorized for 
foreign aid before the Congress would 
know to what countries, to what pro
grams or to what projects the funds 
would go. 

I personally hope that we as Members 
of Congress will not continue to surren
der more and more powers to the execu
tive branch. If we do so, we will soon 
have very little power left to surrender 
and can validly assert that the push
button era has arrived. 

It was also brought out in the hearings 
conducted by the Subcommittee on For
eign Operations Appropriations that the 
terminology "loan program" is in reality 
a misnomer. Most of the funds would 
be advanced on a 50-year-term basis, 
without interest, and with a 10-year 
grace period before any repayments 
would be required. 

Due to the 10-year grace period, I am 
wondering why we are calling this a 
5-year program. Why should it not be 
termed a 10-year program? Since there 
would be no substantial repayments on 
the loans for 10 years, it is possible that 
there would be similar requests for funds 
after the first 5 years in order to carry 
us over until the theoretical repayments 
start to come in. 

Since high officials in the administra
tion admit that this could be a 30-year 
program, how far afield can we go before 
we crush our own economy, already 
strained by excessive and deficit spend
ing':' 

And, worst of all, why has not someone 
raised the possibility that we may be 
financing limited wars during the next 
5- or 10-year period. Our economy is 
already tightening its belt, and I am just 
wondering how long our citizens will be 
willing to pay taxes to stuff the pockets 
of oversea profiteers, strong-armed 
politicians, and professional foreign-aid 
parasites. 

Our American people hav·e sustained 
foreign governments to the tune of 85 
billions of dollars, this staggering sum 
having been poured out since World War 
n. This . money has been taken from 
the American people to undergird, in 
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some instances, governments whose 
political philosophies are entirely alien 
to the preservation of the American Re
public. How, in the name of common
sense, anyone, especially those who class 
themselves as intellectuals, can argue 
that spending American tax dollars to 
undergird Communist nations is success
fully combating international commu
nism is beyond comprehension by one 
who deals in facts and not fantasies. 

Many individual groups and corpora
tions have profited from the transactions 
involved. Much of this profit has re
mained overseas, untaxed. It does not 
seem right to me that one segment of 
the American people should profit at the 
expense of another, through compulsory 
subsidy through taxes. If, instead of 
drawing the sums needed from the gen
eral funds of the United States, either 
through taxes or back-door financing, 
we should tax where the profit lies, we 
could place the burden where it belongs. 
Due to this, it may be necessary to set up 
a dedicated fund for the foreign aid. 
This fund could be raised by voluntary 
donations, or perhaps, taxes could be im
posed upon those profiting from the pro
gram, especially those doing business 
with or within the nations receiving for
eign aid. This will not receive any real 
support because it is too practical. Fur
thermore, the type of foreign aid which 
is recommended by some--limited to 
food, clothing, and drugs-is far too 
practical for the foreign aid proponents. 

Also, it is inconceivable that a pa
triotic American would give military aid, 
other than small firearms for internal 
security, to nations that we know would 
turn upon us if we demonstrated weak
ness in the sphere of world affairs. 

We hear so much talk by the interna
tionalists and one-world planners of the 
dire need for total aid to emerging coun
tries. It is our position that these emerg
ing countries need programs that cannot 
be bought with dollars alone; namely, a 
well-balanced diet, improved sanitation, 
and stabilized governments. Certainly, 
nations that seek our aid and are willing 
to pay for at least part of technical as
sistance should receive aid in the name 
of a Christian America adhering to 
Christian principles and not in the name 
of principles alien to our beliefs and 
practices. 

At this point it is proper to point out 
that the foreign aid program is definitely 
Marxist in concept. The Marxist con
cept maintains that if economic aid is 
extended to the country to improve the 
environment of the people that a self
sustaining economy and stable govern
ment will result. But this has not been 
demonstrated as being true if one will 
study the underdeveloped areas which 
have received our aid in the past several 
years. 

We say the foreign aid program is 
Marxist in concept also because it arbi:.. 
trarily takes from those who have and 
gives to those who have not. The pro
grams advocated show that it is a 
scheme for socialization and world gov
ernment. The foreign aid program un
dermines the free enterprise economy 
that made this Nation great. Our aid 
to certain industrial countries has been 

so extravagant and our tariff has been 
so low and our wages have become so 
high, that in many instances American 
industry has been unable to meet the 
foreign competition; therefore, this pro
gram actually undermines American 
business and American labor. 

I urge the Members of this great body 
to represent the people in this contro
versy, for from every section of the 
United States letters have poured in to 
the Members of Congress protesting the 
utter extravagance of this thoroughly 
ridiculous program. We frequently 
hear the trite expression "if we do not 
give these countries this aid they will 
go Communist." This argument has 
proven an utter failure in recent months. 
Need I burden you with repeating all 
the countries involved? Two examples 
are classics; namely, Laos and Cuba. 
The only thing the Communists under
stand is power. As our distinguished 
colleague, the gentleman from Minne
sota [Dr. JuDD], has stated many times, 
Communists act like Communists. 
Therefore, I repeat, How, in the name of 
commonsense can we run the risk of 
bankrupting the greatest bulwark for 
Democracy the world has ever known? 
Let us represent the people. Let us re
turn to a program that is both sound 
and sane. Let us not give further power 
to the Executive. My colleagues, I 
plead with you; let us not sell the birth
right of the legislative process of this 
country for a mess of Socialist pottage. 

Mr. PILLION. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PILLION: On 

page 5, line 25, section 102, subsection (i) 
(3), strike out the period and insert after 
the word "regime", "or to the Outer Mon
golia People's Republic regime." 

Mr. PILLION. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment would express the opposi
tion of this Congress to the grant of 
diplomatic recognition to the Govern
ment of Outer Mongolia. 

It is based upon these self -evident 
facts: 

First. The Government of Outer 
Mongolia is not a de jure government. 
The present government was installed 
by the process of having the Soviet GPU 
seize 400 Mongolian leading citizens in 
the middle of the night, and liquidating 
them at dawn. 

The present government was installed 
by a blood bath. 

Second. There can be, and there is no 
comity among Communist and non
Communist nations. 

Third. There is no normal interna
tional economic trade between Commu
nist and non-Communist nations. All 
exchange of products is based upon geo
political considerations, not upon eco
nomic values. 

Fourth. There can be no accepted 
code of morality or international law 
between Communist and non-Commu
nist nations. 

Fifth. There can be no binding inter
national agreements between Commu
nist and non-Communist nations. 

Sixth. There can be no genuine peace 
between Communist and non-Commu
nist nations. The Communist philos
ophy is irrevocably dedicated to the 

disintegration of all non-Communist 
nations and institutions. 

Mr. Chairman, we should never ··for
get that the United States is the No. 1 
target for destruction of every Commu
nist party, every Communist member, 
every Communist nation. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
think this dovetails in with the other 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York and we are glad to ac
cept it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. PILLION]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, in taking this time, at 

the request of the chairman of the com
mittee, I am not offering an amendment 
that I might have offered, because the 
subject matter is such as to be, perhaps, 
beyond the scope of this bill although it 
is pertinent to the portions having to do 
with expressing the sense of the Con
gress. I have introduced a resolution 
regarding it, House Joint Resolution 524, 
which calls for a declaration of contra
band against Communist arms and mu
nitions in the Western Hemisphere. 
This is based directly on the Monroe 
Doctrine and on article 51 of the United 
Nations Charter recognizing in nations 
an inherent right of self-defense. 

Obviously, Communist arms and mu
nitions in the Western Hemisphere are 
a threat to the peace and security of the 
United States as well as the rest of the 
Americas. They are being forced on the 
Western Hemisphere for that very pur
pose. 

Cuba is being made a vast arsenal for 
Communist arms and munitions for 
use not only on that island, but for 
transshipment to other nations in the 
Western Hemisphere. Contraband is 
the kind of affirmative action the United 
States can take, and can take without 
involving the integrity of any foreign 
nation's soil or its sovereignty. All ac
tions in contraband, a doctrine older 
in international law than the doctrine 
of blockade, are taken on the high seas. 
It is customary that a contraband be 
enforced against neutral shipping, thus 
it is inherently peaceful. The way it 
would work in this instance would be 
not to call in U.S. naval forces from all 
over the world-naval forces to ring a 
block around Cuba and weaken us 
elsewhere--but, by use of perhaps a half
dozen pairs of patrol aircraft and de
stroyers in the free air spaces and on the 
high seas. A Communist-bloc ship 
would be spotted heading toward the 
Western Hemisphere. The patrol air
plane would call a destroyer. Our de
stroyer would peaceably hail the ship 
and board her. If contraband were 
found, she would be told to turn around. 
If she refused to turn around or again 
headed back toward the Western Hemi
sphere, the destroyer could bring her 
in to a U.S. port, bring her before a prize 
court, and have an adjudication of con
traband legally made. 

Here we would· take a definite and 
positive action against the danger that 
threatens us. We do it in an area of 
great strength. In an area where we 
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have great seapower, and in an area of 
great strength from the propaganda 
standpoint because, if the Communists 
objected, they would be on the side <;>f 
forcing mischiefmaking arms and mum
tions into an otherwise peaceful area. 

This declaration of contraband, I be
lieve, is one of the most effective and 
positive steps America can take today to 
regain her leadership in the world. It is 
the kind of thing which other nations 
who have also felt that the time of free
dom may be running short look to us to 
do to display our determination and 
leadership. It is the kind of U.S. action 
from which free men everywhere can 
draw inspiration, realizing their hopes 
for effective action against the Com
munists whose goal is the complete dom
ination of the world. It will restore their 
faith, our own faith, the faith of man
kind everywhere, that men will be free. 

I wish from this well to express my 
gratitude to the chairman of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee for his indication 
that House Joint Resolution 524, the 
contraband resolution will be considered 
by his committee. 

I hope each and every member of this 
body realizes the implications both to 
the peace and safety of the Western 
Hemisphere and the eventual victory of 
freedom over communism that lies in 
this important move. 

I refer to my early and more complete 
remarks on this subject to be found at 
page 15288 of the RECORD. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
CHAPTER 2-DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 

TITLE IN-DEVELOPMENT LOANS 
SEC. 201. GENERAL AUTHORITY.-(a) The 

President is authorized to make loans pay
able as to principal and interest in United 
States dollars on such terms and conditions 
as he may determine, in order to promote 
the economic development of economically 
underdeveloped friendly countries and areas, 
with emphasis upon assisting long-range 
plans and programs designed to develop eco
nomic resources and increase productive ca
pacities. In so doing, the President shall 
take into account ( 1) whether financing 
could be obtained in whole or in part from 
other free-world sources on reasonable 
terms, (2) the economic and technical 
soundness of the activity to be financed, (3) 
whether the activity gives reasonable prom
ise of contributing to the development of 
economic resources or free economic insti tu
tions or to the increase of productive capac
ities in furtherance of the purposes of this 
title, (4) the consistency of the activity with, 
and its relationship to, other development 
activities being undertaken or planned, and 
its contribution to realizable long-range. ob
jectives, (5) the extent to which the recip
ient country is showing a responsiveness to 
the vital economic, political, and social con
cerns of its people, and demonstrating a 
clear willingness to take effective self-help 
measures, (6) the possible effects upon the 
United States economy, with special refer
ence to areas of substantial labor surplus, 
of the loan involved, and (7) the desirability 
of safeguarding the international balance of 
payments position of the United States. If 
the President finds that a loan proposed to 
be made under this part would have a sub
stantially adverse effect upon the United 
States economy, or any substantial segment 
thereof, the loan shall not be made. Loans 
shall be made under this title only upon a 
finding of reasonable prospects of repay
ment. 

(b) The authority of section 609 may not 
be used to decrease the funds available un-

der ' this title, nor may the authority of sec
. tion 612(a) be used to waive· the require

ments of this title. 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I of
fer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KEARNS: 

Page 5, after line 25, insert the following: 
"(j) It is the policy of the Congress that, 

since the United States is generally required, 
in locating its chanceries abroad, to observe 
applicable laws and zoning regulations, for
eign nations with which the United States 
maintains diplomatic relations should, in 
the interest of comity (a necessary founda
tion for the achievement of the objectives 
of the Mutual Security Act of 1961), observe 
the laws and zoning regulations with regard 
to the location of business..,type buildings 
in the District of Columbia and locate their 
chanceries in business areas rather than in 
residential areas. The Secretary of State 
shall take such action as may be necessary 
to effectuate the policy set forth in this 
subsection." 

Mr. HAYS (interrupting the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order 
against the amendment on the ground 
that the Clerk has read past the point 
in the bill to . which the amendment is 
offered. 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I did 
not yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

The CHAIRMAN. Was the gentle
man on his feet at the time the Clerk 
was reading? 

Mr. KEARNS. I was. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 

permit the gentleman's amendment to 
be read. 

<The Clerk concluded reading the 
amendment.) 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state the point of order. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order against the amend
ment that it applies to the location of 
chanceries within the District of Co
lumbia, which is not within the purview 
of this legislation. This amendment 
has to do with directing the Secretary 
of State to interfere in the matter of 
the Zoning Committee of the District of 
Columbia and, therefore, is not germane 
to this legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. KEARNS], 
desire to be heard? 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to say to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. HAYS] that he has probably 
traveled abroad more than I have. I 
think his record shows that. 

I want to say if you try to get an oftlce 
in a residential district--

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
like to hear the gentleman from Penn
sylvania on the point of order. 

Mr. KEARNS. I feel that any country 
coming over here that wants to estab
lish an oftlce ought to go downtown and 
establish it. 

The CHAffiMAN (Mr. MILLS). The 
Chair is ready to rule. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. KEARNS] offers an amendment, to 
which the gentleman from Ohio raises 
the point of order it is not germane to 
the bill, H.R. 8400. 

The Chair has carefully examined the 
amendment. The amendment does seem 
to the Chair to have something to do 
with the zoning laws of the District of 
Columbia, a subject matter which is not 
encompassed in the bill H.R. 8400; there
fore, the Chair sustains the point of 
order. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
SEC. 202. CAPITALIZATION.-(a) The Presi

dent is authorized to issue, during the fiscal 
years 1962 through 1966, notes for purchase 
by the Secretary of the Treasury in order 
to carry out the purposes of this title. The 
maximum aggregate amount of such notes 
issued during the fiscal year 1962 shall be 
$900,000,000, and the maximum aggregate 
amount of such notes issued during each 
of the fiscal years 1963 through 1966 shall 
be $1,600,000,000: Provided, That any un
issued portion of the maximum amount of 
notes authorized for any such fiscal year may 
be issued in any subsequent fiscal year dur
ing the note-issuing period in addition to 
the maximum aggregate amount of notes 
otherwise authorized for such subsequent 
fiscal year. Such notes shall be redeemable 
at the option of the President before ma
turity in such manner as may be stipulated 
in such notes, and shall have such maturity 
and other terms and conditions as may be 
determined by 1;he President. Payment 
under this subsection of the purchase price 
of such notes and repayments thereof by 
the President shall be treated as public-debt 
transactions of the United States Govern
ment. 

(b) United States dollars, not to exceed 
$300,000,000 in any fiscal year, which are 
derived directly or indirectly on or after the 
effective date of this Act from payment of 
principal and interest on obligations under 
which the United States Government may 
require payment exclusively in United States 
dollars and which were created under (1) 
An Act To Promote the Defense of the United 
States, as amended (22 U.S.C. 411 et seq.), 
other than those United States dollars which 
constitute the local currency of a foreign 
government, (2) the Surplus Property Act 
of 1944 (58 Stat. 765), as amended, (3) Pub
lic Law 79-509 (22 u.s.c. 2861, 286m), (4) 
the Economic Cooperation Act of 1948 (62 
Stat. 137), as amended, ( 5) the German and 
Japanese Government and Relief in Occu
pied Areas Program, and (6) loans under the 
Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended (22 
U.S.C. 1750 et seq.) (other than military 
assistance), shall be available for use for 
purposes of this title, notwithstanding the 
provisions of any other Act referred to in 
this subsection. In the case of any such 
payments which, were it not for the provi
sions of this subsection, would have been 
used to retire notes or obligations issued 
to finance the activity from which the pay
ments were derived, the President shall as
sume such notes or obligations, together 
with any interest accrued and unpaid 
thereon, in an amount equivalent to such 
payments. · 

(c) Except as otherwise provided in this 
part, the United States dollar assets of the 
Development Loan Fund which remain un
obligated and not committed for loans re
payable in foreign currencies on the date 
prior to the abolition of the Fund shall be 
available for use for purposes of this title. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MoRGAN: Strike 

lines 13 through 20 on page 7 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

"SEC. 202. CAPITALIZATION.-(a) The Presi
dent is authorized to issue, during the fiscal 
years 1962 through 1964, notes for purchase 
by the Secretary of the Treasury in order to 
carry out the purposes of this title. The 

. .1 
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maximum aggregate amount of such notes 
issued during the fiscal year 1962 shall be 
$900,000,000 and the maximum aggregate 
amount of such notes issued during each of 
the fiscal years 1963 and 1964 shall be 
$1 ,600,000,000. No loan agreement, obligat
ing the United States to make a loan un
der this title of funds to become available to 
the President in a fiscal year subsequent to 
the fiscal year in which the agreement is 
made, shall be entered into earlier than 
thirty calendar days after a full and com
plete report with respect to the purposes and 
terms of the proposed loan agreement shall 
have been made to the Committees on Ap
propriation·s and Foreign Relations of the 
Senate and to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, or to the Secretary of the 
Senate, or the Clerk of the House of Repre
sentatives, as the case may be, if the Senate 
or the House of Representatives is not in 
session. 

"(b) Any" 
and reletter subsections (b) and (c) on 
pages 8 and 9. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Pennsylvania yield for that 
purpose? 

Mr. MORGAN. I yield. 
Mr. HALLECK. In order that we may 

understand, Mr. Chairman, as I under
stand this amendment changes lines 13 
through 20 of section 202. My inquiry 
is this: If this amendment should be 
adopted, would that preclude a subse
quent amendment changing that same 
language in lines 13 through 20? 

The CHAIRMAN. If this amendment 
is agreed to, then no subsequent amend
ment would be in order changing the 
language in lines 13 through 20, but 
amendments of a different nature would 
still be in order for consideration for 
the remainder of the section or to the 
elimination of the section. 

Mr. HALLECK. I want to under
stand that specifically now, Mr. Chair
man, and not to unduly press it. In 
other words, if I understand the ruling 
of the Chair, if this amendment should 
be adopted, then any language in lines 
13 through 20 which would be changed 
by the adoption of the amendment could 
not be subsequently changed, but .other 
parts of the section could be, or the sec
tion as a whole could be stricken out? 

The CHAIRMAN. And new language 
inserted. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, a further 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. JUDD. Is it not true that even 
if this language were adopted, it would 
be possible to offer an amendment to 
strike out the whole language of the 
section and substitute new language? 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
this amendment after consultation with 
the leadership and many Members on 
this side of the aisle. This is a compro
mise that I hope will provide grounds 
for agreement for those who wish to sup
port the foreign-aid program. It short
ens the borrowing authority by a period 
of 2 years and cuts the borrowing au
thority by a total amount of $3.2 billion. 
It does this simply by eliminating bor
rowing authority for fiscal year 1965 and 

1966. The amendment also provides for 
additional congressional control by re
questing an advance report on the loans 
involving funds authorized for future 
years. This compromise includes a re
quirement for special congressional over
sight of loans made under the borrowing 
authority. It is similar to language dis
cussed in the other body and offered bY 
several Senators. 

This provision increasing congres
sional control was a requirement that 
many Members on our side felt we 
should have. They felt we should have 
a modification of the sort of amendment 
presented in the other body by Senators 
DIRKSEN Or SALTONSTALL Or FULBRIGHT. 

Mr. Chairman, I know this has been a 
long and difficult debate. I know that 
many Members of this House on both 
sides of the aisle seem to be opposed to 
the borrowing authority principle. But 
as I said here on Monday when I opened 
my remarks, the times in which we are 
living are very critical. 

I had the unfortunate experience to 
have to take over the acting chairman
ship of the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
in November 1957, when the Honorable 
Thomas E. Gordon of the great State of 
Illinois became ill. It was a great re
sponsibility thrust upon me much sooner 
than I ever thought it would happen. 
But in my short years as acting chair
man and then as chairman beginning in 
January of 1959 I have always tried to 
conduct the committee strictly on a bi
partisan basis. When I took the chair
manship I did it in the spirit manifested 
by Senator Vandenberg back in 1947 and 
1948 when he conducted the great Com
mittee on Foreign Relations in the other 
body. I attended all the White .House 
conferences during the years of my act
ing chairmanship and my full chairman
ship when the executive branch was con
trolled by the other party. I attended 
those conferences very faithfully. Ire
member flying from Pittsburgh in 1956 
the day before the Democratic Conven
tion to attend a conference on the Suez 
crisis; in 1958 there was an emergency 
conference on Lebanon. Every year 
there were bipartisan conferences on 
foreign aid while President Eisenhower 
was in the White House. 

Never once did I deviate from my sup
port of my President. Whatever I 
thought he required as tools to better 
the security of the country, I went along 
with. I was one of the members of the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs who origi
nally went along with the borrowing au
thority principle in 1957. I was one of 
the members who attended all these bi
partisan conferences at the White House 
and I was nearly always on the side of 
the President in fighting against cutting 
the funds he requested. I know how 
strongly President Eisenhower felt about 
the foreign aid bill because in some of 
these conferences he would actually lose 
his composure in the earnestness of his 
belief in the foreign aid program. It 
had a high priority with him and I am 
sure this program has a high priority 
with President Kennedy. 

Mr. Chairman, we are living in very 
trying times. General Lemnitzer ap
peared before our committee in open 

session and he said, "Our survival may 
be determined in the next decade." I 
want to say that again: "Our survival 
may be determined in the next decade." 
I do not think it is too much, if our sur
vival may be determined in the next 
decade, a period of only 10 years, to say 
to the President that for at least 3 years 
we will let you have this borrowing au
thority which you regard as so impor
tant. I do not think this is too much 
in the times in which we are living and 
considering the danger which we are 
facing. 

I am making a special plea to all 
Members of the House on both sides of 
the aisle to see if we cannot reach some 
compromise here and grant the Presi
dent 3 years to work and to develop his 
program the way he wants to, especially 
if we face the danger of having only 10 
years for survival. I hope everybody 
can see that we can get together on this 
kind of compromise and grant the Presi
dent the tools he needs to carry on the 
fight for our own security. 

Mr. SAUND. M-r. Chairman, I offer a 
substitute for the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SAUND, of Cali

fornia, as a substitute for the amendment 
offered by Mr. MORGAN, of Pennsylvania: On 
page 7, strike out line 13 and all that fol
lows down through line 7 on page 9, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"SEC. 202. CAPITALIZATION.-(a) There is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated to the 
President not to exceed $1,200,000,000 for 
use beginning in the fiscal year 1962 to 
carry out the purposes of this title, which 
sums shall remain available until expended." 

Mr. SAUND. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment will authorize the appro
priation of $1,200 million for 1 year with 
no provision for Treasury borrowing or 
bypassing the usual procedure of 
presenting the case before the House 
-Foreign Affairs Committee. 

The Marshall plan was authorized by 
a Republican Congress under a Demo
cratic President. President Truman's 
requests for foreign aid moneys were 
never turned down .by Democratic or 
Republican Congresses. For 6 years 
under the Eisenhower administration 
Congress was controlled by the Demo
cratic Party. At no time was there any 
doubt about the passage of the appro
priations for foreign aid. There is ab
solutely no cause for fear or doubt that 
the present or succeeding Congresses will 
fail to meet the requests of a Demo
cratic President for this program. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been a member 
of the Foreign Affairs Committee for 5 
years. I have diligently studied the 
mutual security program and carefully 
followed the testimony of hundreds of 
witnesses and representatives of gov
ernmental agencies before the commit
tee. And I have come to the conclusion 
that while the Marshall plan, designed 
to rebuild the economies of the countries 
of Western Europe, was highly successful, 
we must admit that our efforts to pro
mote democracy and build strong free 
societies in many of the underdeveloped 
countries of the world through massive 
expenditures of U.S. funds have been, to 
say the least, not successful. 
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The cause for this lies not in the fail

ure of Congress to supply the neces
sary funds to the executive branch, but 
in inadequacies of administration of the 
program itself. There is no particular 
governmental official or group of individ
uals to blame for this. But we do not 
yet have enough experienced and quali
fied personnel for the proper utilization 
of enormous sums of money in 71 coun
tries of the world with varied back
grounds, cultures, and stages of ec~nomic 
development. Under those circum
stances knowing full well the past mis
takes i~ the administration of the pro
gram, it seems more important than ever 
that the program should undergo thor
ough study and careful scrutiny each 
year by the Congress of the United 
States. 

This is what can happen under the 5-
year authorization and Treasury bor
rowing proposal. 

Desire to get ahead fast in industrial 
development far exceeds experience and 
ability to manage large-scale projects in 
most of the nations that receive this aid. 

With the limitation of a 1-year au
thorization and appropriation, a U.S. 
official in a foreign country can tell the 
leaders frankly: "The people of the 
United States desire to offer economic 
assistance to help your people to help 
themselves. If your program is properly 
laid out and carried on efficiently for a 
year, I can assure you help will be com
ing in forthcoming years to enable you to 
finish the job." As a result, the leaders 
of the country know that they will have 
to perform before they can receive any 
more assistance. 

On the other hand, if we pass the bill 
in its present form, our officials abroad 
will be faced with this situation: If the 
leaders of recipient countries insist that 
the United States pledge the aid for 5 
successive years, they will have no ex
cuse. In most cases, they will be well 
meaning but inexperienced and will be 
more than eager to be generous and sign 
on the dotted line. Then and there, we 
will lose control and the incentive of per
formance on the part of the recipient 
country will be lost. -

We must never forget the fact that 
some of the countries that receive this 
assistance do not have stable govern
ments. The people still are in a state of 
revolution and these are the revolutions 
of impatient people with rising expecta
tions. 

Let us look at the record: We gave 
massive assistance to Iraq, Iran, Viet
nam, Korea, Laos and other countries, 
where political upheavals have occurred 
or are in the offing. Governments were 
overthrown and the character of officials 
completely changed. 

Let us suppose that the Congress had 
passed this kind of a bill 3 years ago. 
That was the time when Iraq was gov
erned by a King and Prime Minister who 
were very friendly toward the United 
States. Suppose then we had promised 
the King of Iraq an annual sum of $100 
million for 5 years to improve the canal 
system. One day we woke up to find that 
the King and Prime Minister were gone 
and the Government was taken over by a 
revolutionary leader not very friendly to 
the United States of America. Then if 
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we had decided later that it was not in 
the best interests of the United States to 
give this massive aid to the new govern
ment of Iraq, where would we be? We 
would be in a position of offering apolo
gies and making excuses for not giving a 
foreign government our own money. We 
would be placed in a position of refusing 
to give funds to build canals for the peo
ple because their rulers had changed. 

In Korea there was a big upheaval. 
Syngman Rhee was our friend. We do 
not know where we stand with the new 
government, although we are friendly 
toward it. What would be our position 
if we had promised Syngman Rhee $400 
million annually for economic develop
ment on a 5-year basis? 

We should have the right and privilege 
to say where and how we spend the tax
payers' money. Why should we place 
ourselves in the position of explaining 
why we will give or will not give foreign 
aid? 

President Kennedy has put one new 
concept in the program insofar as the 
underdeveloped areas of the world are 
concerned. He has proclaimed that 
land reform, social progress, and proper 
tax structures must be adopted before 
we give aid to certain countries. Now 
this is a new concept and new con
dition in the distribution of mutual se
curity funds. The various governments 
throughout the world had in readiness 
their 5- 7-, or 10-year plans for eco
nomic development long before this 
emphasis by the President on land re
form and social progress was announced. 
The Kennedy administration could not 
possibly have time to study these plans 
in detail. 

This is a long-range program. Let us 
wait a little while to get our bearings. 
There is enough money in the pipeline 
to carry on the program while the Con
gress has a chance to study these plans 
before we make long-term commitments. 

This bill contains a section which was 
offered by me and adopted by the For
eign Affairs Committee without a dis
senting vote. The section states that 
whenever the President decides a re
cipient country has an agrarian econ
omy, at least 50 percent of the funds pro
vided in the bill for that country shall 
be so spent that the benefits will reach 
the people in the villages. If the amend
ment is retained in the bill, and I sin
cerely hope it will be, how can its provi
sions be carried out until the recipient 
nations are fully aware of this mandate 
of the Congress? Suppose a country 
were to receive $400 million in economic 
aid and it has an agrarian economy in 
whlch 80 percent of the people live in 
villages. If the aid is to reach the places 
where people live, the country's plan may 
have to be drastically revised to meet the 
requirements of the program. 

No one will dispute with me that the 
purpose of this program is to help the 
less fortunate peoples in the underde
veloped areas of the world achieve a bet
ter and fuller life. And by that I mean 
all the people and not a thin strata on 
the top. 

That has been our mistake all along. 
We have been identified with the ruling 
classes. We have been coddling kings 
and dictators and protecting the status 

quo. The status quo for the masses of 
people in many lands means hunger, 
pestilence, and ignorance. 

There are glaring instances where our 
aid has helped to make the rich richer 
and the poor poorer. And we then won
der why the people of the underdevel
oped areas of the world do not appreciate 
the help of Uncle Sam. 

Mrs. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I had not planned to 
speak at this moment on the bill, but 
I could not sit still and fail to hail the 
courage and intellectual integrity of 
the gentleman from California who 
has offered this amendment. I hap
pen to be one of those who has in time 
past sometimes supported specific for
eign aid measures and who recently 
voted for the full appropriation then re
quested to carry out our commitment to 
the Alliance for Progress. But I have 
always sensed an inherent weakness in 
these huge global appropriations that 
are fed to the Congress each year and 
accepted by the Congress. In my opin
ion, the present bill, H.R. 8400, is again 
a poor substitute to meet the crisis con
fronting us. It offers again, as I said 
last year, a wornout tool. The very 
fact that we are in a time of crisis, Mr. 
Chairman, accentuates the need for new 
vision, new implementation, tools bound 
to be effective, rather than for a con
tinuation of programs that are outdated 
and that call for-which is worse--the 
entire abdication of our congressional au
thority. I would like to point out in 
support of the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from California that the au
thority sought and delegated throughout 
this bill surpasses any that has ever been 
sought. I would point out in particular 
page 52 of the bill H.R. 8400, section 621 
of chapter 2, which reads, as follows: 

SEC. 621. ·EXERCISE OF FuNCTIONS.-( a) 
The President may exercise any functions 
conferred upon him by this Act through 
such agency or officer of the United States 
Government as he shall direct. The head 
of any such agency or such officer may from 
time to time promulgate such rules and 
regulations as may be necessary to carry out 
such functions, and may delegate authority 
to perform any such functions, including, 
if he shall so spedfy, the authority succes
sively to redelegate any of such functions, 
to any of his subordinates. 

This very fact that the President will 
be able to delegate authority, including 
the power to make and direct foreign 
policy through allocation of funds, points 
out and accentuates the need for an
nual congressional review, annual con
gressional revision, and annual congres
sional authorization and appropriation in 
this great and important matter of for
eign aid. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think that 
we can safely relinquish our authority 
annually to authorize and annually to 
appropriate. Mr. Chairman, I am in
clined to think that it may indeed prove 
to be a welcome safeguard to the execu
tive branch itself, if they may be able to 
say in striving to drive-l do not like to 
use the word "bargain"-but in striving 
to come to agreement with a recipient 
country: "There is another authority 
back home that must be consulted." 
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An authority responsible in turn to 
whom? Not to the man in the bureauc
racy to whom authority under this bill 
can be delegated; but if we ·accept the 
Saund amendment, authority inherent in 
Members of the Congress exercising their 
constitutional right to authorize and ap
propriate, the right given to them and 
demanded of them-a right exercised by 
the Congress in accordance with the 
mandate of the people of the United 
states who elected them and to whom 
they are responsible. 

I accept no substitute for the power of 
the people of this country as represented 
by the Members of this Congress, and I 
see only shoals and rocks ahead in the 
foreign aid program if we further relin
quish to bureaucratic control, Mr. Chair
man, decisions not only of what shall 
be spent but of what policies shall be 
put in being by the money that it spent. 
I again point out the danger indicated 
by the gentleman from California, that 
under the proposed plan in H.R. 8400 
there might indeed come a time when 
we would want to retract or might final
ly be forced to retract agreements made. 
This is something that this country has 
never done and should never be forced 
to do. Such action moreover would work 
irreparable damage to our world posi
tion and if we did not retract our prom
ises, on the other hand, we would be 
putting into being power in the hands of 
those who are hostile to us. We might 
even thus increase the spread of com
munism and lose further of the sub
stance of our ,freedom. 

Mr. Chairman, I plead with this House: 
Do not give up your unique authority 
not only to authorize annually but to ap
propriate. 

In fact, I am quite sure that when 
you stood here at the beginning of this 
Congress and took your oath to up1:).old 
the Constitution of the United States, 
you were indeed giving solemn pledge 
that you would not surrender any of the 
rights given and in turn required of you 
by that Constitution. And of these 
rights given and in turn required of you, 
none is stricter or more demanding than 
the requirement put upon us, in the 
name of the people, to authorize and 
appropriate. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan
imous consent that the Clerk may again 
read the amendment o:ffered by the gen
tleman from California. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection 
the substitute amendment o:ffered by the 
gentleman from California will be read 
again by the Clerk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
On page 7, strike out line 13 and all that 

follows down through line 7 on page 9, ·and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"SEC. 202. CAPITALIZATION.-There is here
by authorized to be appropriated to the 
President not to exceed $1,200,000,000 for use 
beginning in the fiscal year 1962 to carry out 
the purposes of this title, which sums shall 
remain available until expended." 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it is with genuine re
luctance that I rise in opposition to the 
amendment o:ffered by my good friend 
and colleague the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. SAUND]. His amendment 

would authorize and appropriate on an can candidate for Vice President just 
annual basis beginning with the year yesterday endorsed, not a 3-year pro-
1962, $1,200 million. The bill as reported gram but for a 5-year long-term Treas
out by the Foreign A:ffairs Committee ury borrowing. 
provided for the authorization of $900 I would like to call attention, particu
million and $300 million under subpara- larly to my colleagues on my left, the 
graph (b) of section 202, the anticipated testimony of Secretary Dillon before the 
loan and interest repayments. Obvi- House Foreign A:ffairs Committee. He 
ously, the gentleman from California said: 
bases his figure of $1,200 million on the I am convinced from my earlier experience 
figures that were contained in the legis- in the Department of State that long-term 
lation before us as recommended by the financing authority is an essential tool for 
committee. The Saund amendment pro- the achievement of our foreign policy ob
vides for annual authorization and ap- jectives. I am equally convi-nced as Secre
propriation. Adequate reasons were tary of the Treasury that this is the most 
presented pointing out that it is neces- eftl.cient and least costly method of providing 

development assistance. 
sary to have a continuing program, a Adequate authority for long-term financ
long-term program. In order to improve ing as proposed in the bill will permit both 
our foreign aid, it is clear the executive orderly development and effective execution 
departments must be given the tools to of development lending programs by the 
make commitments for more than a year. administrator of the aid program. Without 

Frankly, I am surprised that the gen- such authority there will continue to be in
tleman would present such an amend- sistent pressures fo:r,- stopgap financing to 
ment, for I know he is fully aware of the meet crises which could have been prevented, 

at less cost, by adequate long-range pro
importance long-term programs had grams. 
and continue to have in India. As a In my judgment, the inability of the 
matter of fact, in June of this year, the Executive to make long-term commitments 
Consortium of Governments and Insti- has diminished the effectiveness and in
tutions agreed to a long-term loan to creased the cost of the foreign aid program. 
India amounting to $2,286,000. Without adequate assurance of financing for 

Mr. SAUND. Mr. Chairman, will the long-term programs to deal with the basic 
gentleman yield? needs of a developing country, there is less 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I will yield later. incentive for such a country to thoroughly 
organize its plans or to adopt appropriate 

The United States portion of this measures of self-help. we urge the develop
agreement for the period 1961-62 is $545 ing countries to undertake basic and difficult 
million; and for the period 1962-63 is reforms that are essential to development. 
$500 million, the 2-year total is over But such reforms take years to implement 
$1 billion, in fact $1,045 million. and require the support of long-term devel-

In addition to the above commitments, opment programs. 
the United States has already under- I sincerely hope the Saund amend
taken to assist India's third plan by ment will be defeated. In my opinion 
making available surplus commodities in the compromise amendment which is 
the amount of about $1,300 million. similar to a proposal I made while the 

The gentleman from Wisconsin is not · bill was considered in committee. 
opposed to U.S. participation in the long- Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
term loans to India. Obviously India support of the substitute amendment. 
needs the $2¥.4-billion loan to assist her Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
in the third 5-year plan. the amendment o:ffered by the gentle-

Mr. SAUND. Mr. Chairman, will the man from California. Certainly every-
gentleman yield? one in this Hall realizes we are now 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I yield to the gen- dealing with one of the most critical 
tleman from California. portions of the bill. We realize that this 

Mr. SAUND. Mr. Chairman, I wish is one of the points upon which the 
to inform the gentleman that I am a greatest controversy has arisen and, no 
citizen of the United States of America doubt, will continue to exist until finally 
and a Member of the U.S. Congress. resolved. 
When I accepted my citizenship papers But, in my opinion, based upon the 
I forswore my allegiance to the Gov- past record of these programs, this House 
ernment of India. ought, I repeat, to support the substitute 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I am sorry that the o:ffered by the gentleman from Cali
gentleman has interpreted my remarks fornia. 
as implying he is not a good citizen of A day or so ago a man who is very 
the United States. I selected India as knowledgeable with respect to this mat
an example in point because that coun- ter said to me: "If you want to say any
try received the largest amount of loan thing about the development loan por
assistance and the progress made by In· tion of this bill, say it now, because you 
dia deserves due recognition. Further, may not have an opportunity to do so 
the gentleman from California not only for another 5 years if you do not now." 
did not have any objection at the If we are to adopt the amendment of
time when long-term loans were made fered by the gentleman from Pennsyl
to India, but as a matter of fact, in com- vania, chairman of the Committee on 
mittee, as I recall it, he was continuously Foreign Affairs of the House, we might 
in support of long-term programs. No in that connection remark: "Say it now 
one testifying before the committee op- or we may not have an opportunity to 
posed long-term programs or testified say it for another 3 years." 
that long-term loans are not necessary. Mr. Chairman, we have a program or 

President Eisenhower has requested a series of programs now which have 
long-term loans and is on t·ecord sup- been in existence since World War II. 
porting long-term Treasury financed If that is not long term, I do not know 
loans. Ambassador Lodge, the Republi- what is. Further evidence that this is 
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a continuing activity is the fact we have 
on hand an unexpended balance of 
$5,400 million. This amount of money is 
there to continue programs which have 
been begun. Certainly that indicates 
the long-term nature of the present 
legislation. . 

And, finally, I would like to invite the 
attention of the Members of this House 
to the hearings upon this subject. The 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. JunnJ, 
and others quizzed witness after witness 
and asked them if there was any pro
gram which to their knowledge had been 
discontinued after it had been begun. 
Not a single one of them could point 
out an instance in which a program, 
once begun, had been discontinued. 

If this is not long-term planning, I do 
not know what it is. The executive de
partll?-ent has been exercising the pre
rogatives of long-term planning for 
many years. They can continue to do 
it, but they should do it under the scru
tiny of the Congress of the United States. 
Annual authorization and appropriation 
will not interfere with proper long-term 
planning. It is said that we have the 
right to examine closely and frequently 
these programs. I would say that is 
more than a right. The Congress has 
an obligation to examine them. 

Repeatedly in the last 2 days it has 
been pointed out here that we are in a 
period of rapid change and therefore 
we need greater authority. I would say, 
rather, that we are in a period of rapid 
change and therefore we need the 
closest possible congressional scrutiny 
of the vast expenditures called for in 
this legislation. 

So, in summary, here we have pro
grams that have been continued since 
the end ·of the Second World War. We 
have programs which have a large 
a?lount of money for continued opera
tiOn. We have programs with respect 
to which not a single instance of dis
continuation has been pointed out· and 
finally, we have the congression~l re~ 
sponsibility annually to supervise very 
closely these programs. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I urge with 
all fervor that we support the substitute 
amendment of the gentleman from Cali
fornia. 

Mrs. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ADAIR. I yield to the gentle
woman from Illinois. 

Mrs. CHURCH. The gentleman has 
traveled with me and others on this com
mittee in over 30 countries inspecting 
these programs and has seen with me 
projects on mountains and deserts and 
plains that bear voluminous testimony 
to the fact that we have always had 
long-range plans that are still being 
carried. out. I am sure that the gentle
m~n w.ill remember a specific project, 
still bemg completed, that we were told 
had been planned by Harold Stassen 
the ~rst Director of the ECA, and had 
been m process of completion ever since. 
The plea that we have not had Iong
r~nge planning, and must, to get such, 
give up our congressional prerogative is 
false and misleading. It may not be 
purposely misleading, but certainly is 
dangerously so; and the very argument 
made by my colleague, the gentleman 

from Wisconsin, that the able judge had 
in the past supported long-range pro
grams for India is proof that under the 
present system such planning has been 
possible and actual. 
. Mr. PILCHER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
m support of the amendment. 

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman will the 
gentleman yield? ' 

Mr. PILCHER. I yield to the gentle
man from Virginia. 

Mr. HARDY. I would just like to 
compliment the gentleman from Cali
fornia, Judge SAUND, for his under
standing of this program and for the 
talk that he has made. I think he made 
a very interesting and informative dis
cussion of his amendment and I think 
it is a worthy amendment to support. 
The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
~ABLOCKI] indicated that thiS $1.2 bil
lion which would be authorized under 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
California could not be used for long
term loans. It is not a fact that every 
cent of it could be used for long-term aid 
loans if they saw fit to do so? 

Mr. PILCHER. That is correct. 
Mr. Chairman, I did not intend to 

make a talk on this bill. I am a Demo
crat. I made more speeches for Jack 
Kennedy during the last campaign than 
any Member of the Georgia congressional 
delegation, Senators or Congressmen or 
anybody else. I made 27 speeches from 
the mountains to tidewater. I represent 
a district of 350,000 people in south 
Georgia. I can be loyal to the Demo
cratic Party, but I have got to vote my 
convictions. 

I have got to vote with my people. I 
am also a small businessman. I have 
been on this committee for 8 years. I 
have studied it hard. I have been around 
the world. I have seen the waste and 
extravagance in this program. 

Mr. Chairman, they talk about long
range programs. We found fertilizer 
plants in Korea that have been going on 
there on a long-range basis. We found 
communications systems in Vietnam 
that have been on a long-range basis. 
There is no place in this world where 
programs have not been going on for 
years. This amendment does not stop 
long-range planning. 

Mr. Chairman, when the Comptroller 
General of the United States tells us 
~hat is wrong with this program, that 
1t has too much money, it is time for the 
people to wake up. Our unborn grand
children are going to be paying the taxes 
on this program. They will admit down 
there that they have got twice too many 
employees, 42,800. I counted 175 em
ployees in one little country working in 
the ICA program. They were writing 
one another letters. This was a small 
program. How silly can we be? We owe 
the taxpayers of this country a little 
consideration. This is not going to cut 
this program one penny. It is not going 
to cut it one dime. It just says the Con
gress still holds the reins over this pro
gram. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the Members of 
this Congress will show a little guts and 
a little thinking on behalf of the people 
back home, and will vote their honest 
conviction on this amendinent. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike out the last word · 

Mr. Chairman, I have listened to tho~ 
who are crying out "Vote." I wonder if 
~hey want to hear the other side? There 
Is no Member of this House for whom I 
have a deeper affection or with whom 
a .longer and warmer friendship has 
existed than the gentlewoman from Illi
nois [Mrs. CHURCH]. I have deep re
spect for her. I know, as everybody 
knows, that she has been against the for
eign aid program. She has always voted 
against it. She has voted her conscience 
and her conviction, and for that she has 
earned and she holds the fullest respect 
o~ her colleagues, even those who vote 
di~erently in the dictate of their con
sCiences and their convictions. 

Mrs. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Certainly I 
yield to the gentlewoman. 

Mrs. CHURCH. If the gentleman 
from Illinois had been in the Chamber 
when I spoke, he would have heard me 
bear testimony to the fact that I voted 
$600 million to meet our commitment 
for the Latin American program, within 
the last few months. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Yes. 
Mrs. CHURCH. This was a newly 

conceived program, as well as a commit
ment of the United States, I would say 
to the gentleman. However, I do not 
want us to engage in unwise commit
ments that we might later regret. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Has the 
gentlewoman from Illinois ever voted 
for the mutual security program? 

Mrs. CHURCH. I also said, if the 
gentleman had been here and had heard 
me, that I had never voted for these 
h~ge g~obal appropriations for foreign 
aid which I feel deceive the public and 
are a deception to the Congress when 
they are reported out. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I have given 
the gentlewoman from Illinois credit 
that when President Eisenhower was in 
the White House, when the great and 
eloquent Walter Judd and when John 
Vorys and other great statesmen-Re
publican statesmen on our committee-
voted for the mutual security bill, the 
gentlewoman from Illinois always voted 
"No." The gentleman from Indiana, 
another beloved friend of mine, consist
ently f.ollows his conscience, but he has 
a~ ways voted against the mutual security 
blll no matter whether it came in aRe
publican or Democratic administration. 
The point I am stressing is that they 
both are against the mutual security pro
gram in any garb, in any form. 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman will 
the gentleman yield? ' 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. t just wondered if 
those who feel that if they vote for this 
amendment they are going to vote for 
$1,500 million for the rest of this year. 
If you adopt this amendment, which 
would authorize $1,200 million together 
with the $300 million which will be car
ried over, it will be $1,500 million. If 
that is what you want it is all right 
with me. 

Mr. O'HARA of Dlinois. I merely 
have one other thing to say, about a man 



16064 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE August 16 

for whom also I have great affection and 
great admiration, a man of conscience, 
but always he has voted against the 
mutual security program. 

Mr. Pn£HER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'HARA of Dlinois. I yield to 
the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. Pn£HER. With all due regard 
and respect to my colleague, I must refer 
him to the record, which will indicate 
that I supported the foreign aid program 
until I became a member of the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs 6% years ago. 
As a result of my close association with 
the program and the facts presented to 
the committee, I necessarily had to re
vise my thinking because of the waste 
indicated. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. The gentle
man supports my contention. When first 
he came to the Congress he had voted 
for the program. Then he goes around 
the world with the gentlewoman from 
Dlinois [Mrs. CHURCH] and others on a 
tour of duty and he comes back against 
the program. So I will say that those 
supporting the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from California [Mr. SAUND] 
all bear the same relation, they are 
against the program. If the amendment 
they so militantly support, is adopted, 
they still will vote against the bill. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment that 
has been offered by the gentleman from 
California and in favor of the amend
ment offered by our distinguished chair
man. I think our distinguished chair
man, who has sat through many weeks 
of hearings, has offered a compromise 
proposal in the traditional spirit of this 
House. 

I would like to add one other remark 
about the control sections of this bill. 
There is great misunderstanding in re
gard to Congress' abrogating its control. 
The fact of the matter is that Congress 
is not abrogating its control. If we 
adopt this 3-year proposal as suggested 
by our chairman, Congress each year 
would have a right to review, to limit, or 
to revoke the amount of money that is 
budgeted by the lending agency, whether 
or not we agree to the entire proposal. 
This was under the Government Con
trol Act. There is a history of it. The 
President may veto a revocation, but if 
the President does not accept the amount 
that remains in the bill, in effect he re
vokes the entire bill itself. He does not 
have an item veto. So that this is a 
check and balance on the part of the 
House. I do urge that we oppose the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California and support the overall 
compromise that has been made in good 
faith by the chairman of this committee. 

Mr. McDOWELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment to 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, much has been said 
during this debate about congressional 
control over the foreign-aid program 
and particularly about the provisions of 
the bill which is now before us. I would 
just like ·to remind the gentlemen who 
are speaking here time and time again 
about retaiiling congressional control, 
and who now support the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from California 

to the amendment offered by the chair
man, that we have had this kind of con
gressional control over the program in 
the past and it has not in one iota les
sened the opposition of those who are 
here on this floor today eagerly waiting 
for the opportunity again to cast their 
votes against foreign aid. 

President Kennedy who occupies the 
White House today, former President 
Eisenhower who occupied the White 
House for 8 years before this term, all of 
the former Secretaries of State, the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff-past and present
in fact, every responsible member of the 
Government of this country in the past 
10 years have time and again come be
fore committees of the Congress, includ
ing the Committee on Appropriations 
and said over and over again that for
eign aid is essential to the security of 
the United States and more recently they 
have said in testimony before the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the other body that 
the principle of long-term authorization 
and Treasury financing involved in the 
bill now before us is essential to the suc
cess and efficiency of our Foreign Aid 
program in the future. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe it is 
the intention of Members who honestly 
and sincerely intend in the final analysis 
to vote for this legislation, which we are 
now considering-as I say, I do not be
lieve it is their intention to pass legisla
tion which, in the opinion of experts, 
within the Government and the execu
tive department, cannot succeed as they 
keep saying over and over again without 
the long-term planning and the long
term authol'ization and financing. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe that 
is their intention, and yet it would seem 
that at the first opportunity to register 
a vote, they are about to take that 
·course. I ask them to think carefully. 
I plead with them to think carefully 
because this may be your last oppor
tunity to insure that you have a foreign 
aid program that has a chance for suc
cess and a program where the inefficien
cies and waste of the past can be elimi
nated. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, there has been so much 
said in the last few moments about par
tisanship and about positions taken by 
Members who have not supported the 
mutual assistance programs in the past 
that I thought, perhaps, this would be a 
good time for me to say just a few words. 

First of all, in order that there may 
be no misunderstanding as to my posi
tion-I shall support the Saund substi
tute. If that fails, I shall support a sub
stitute which would provide for multiple 
year authorizations, but for yearly ap
propriations. 

I have talked with high officials of our 
Government about this program and 
about the 5-year development loan pro
gram, and they have known of my posi
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, may I now just go back 
to the days of the 80th Congress in 1947 
and 1948, when I was the Republican 
leader-the majority leader at that time. 
Mr. Truman was President of the United 

States. He came to us with requests 
involving interim aid for France and 
Italy, aid for Greece and Turkey, and 
then the Marshall plan. As the Repub
lican leader, I responded to those re
quests and supported those programs, 
and I have voted for similar programs 
consistently since that time. 

Now what do we have here? 
The principal controversy, as I see it, 

revolves around the question as to con
gressional control or continuing author
ity in connection with the program. 
Let me go just a step further. In 1957, 
President Eisenhower, of my party, was 
the President of the United States. He 
asked for a 3-year progrann sonnething 
like this. The Foreign Affairs Commit
tee reported out a bill that provided for 
a 3-year program. It came to the :floor 
of the House; an amendment was of
fered by the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. SELDEN], known as the Selden 
amendment, to strike out the two sub
sequent years. I have here the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD of that date. The 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. SELDEN] 
described his amendment in these words: 

My amendment under consideration re
tains the 1958 Development Loan Authoriza
tion, but it eliminates the borrowing au
thority of $500 million for each of the fiscal 
years 1959 and 1960. 

Shortly after he spoke I announced 
my position as being in support of the 
Selden amendment. So the position I 
take here today is no different than 
the position I took back there in 1957. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK I yield. 
Mr. MORGAN. The position the gen

tleman took in 1955 was for a long
range development loan progrann. 

Mr. HALLECK. I am sure that is not 
correct. 

Mr. MORGAN. The gentleman voted 
for a year-to-year program in 1958. 

Mr. HALLECK. This is what hap
pened: 

In 1957 the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs reported out a bill that carried 
a $500 million authorization for an ap
propriation for fiscal year 1958 and au
thorized borrowing from the Treasury 
of $500 million in each of fiscal ·years 
1959 and 1960. · 

In the House the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. SELDEN] offered an amend
ment to eliminate this Treasury borrow
ing-or back-door spending. I supported 
the gentleman's amendment which was 
adopted by a voice vote. 

After the other body acted, the bill 
went to conference. The conferees re
ported out a measure that authorized 
$500 million for fiscal year 1958 and 
$625 million for an authorization of an 
appropriation for fiscal year 1959. I 
supported this 2-year authorization. 

. But I would remind the House that this 
is an entirely different proposition from 
supporting the back-door financing plan 
as finally brought to this House by the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

I think I have said enough to make 
it abundantly clear that as far as I am 
concerned there is no partisanship in 
the position I take now as there never 
has been any partisanship in the posi
tion I have taken with respect to this 
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legislation through the years when it 
was started first when I was the majority 
leader of the House of Representatives. 

As to the so-called compromise, it re
duces the period from 5 to 3 years, but 
that is not a real difference. In princi
ple the provisions for notification other
wise provided in the so-called compro
mise in my opinion are not effective. On 
our side of the aisle our policy commit
tee declared in favor of long-range 
planning, but went on record in opposi
tion to back-door spending and by
i.JC:tssing the appropriations process. The 
policy committee further expressed its 
belief that it is essential that Congress 
retain an annual review of this pro
gram. That is what I want. I think it 
will work, I think it has worked in the 
past, I think it will work in the future. 

Now if you will just let me say this 
additional word, this matter is now, of 
course, still under consideration in the 
other body. They have adopted some 
language that is similar to the proposal 
offered by the very fine gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MORGAN]. But this 
matter ultimately goes on to conference 
between the other body and our con
ferees, and I am convinced that out of 
the conference will come an arrange
ment by which the best interests and 
the security of the country can be pro
tected in respect to long-range planning, 
with which I do not find myself in dis
agreement, and at the same time pro
tect the prerogatives of the House, the 
prerogatives and responsibilities of the 
Congress of the United States. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California. 

·Mr. Chairman, I am reluctant, as most 
of us are, to speak when I am not a 
member of the committee handling the 
legislation under consideration. It hap
pens, however, that for a long time I 
have served as chairman of a sub
committee of the important Committee 
on Ways and Means dealing with our 
foreign economic policies, and I serve as 
chairman of the Foreign Economic 
Policy Committee of the Joint Committee 
on Economics. I have had occasion, 
therefore, to go about and see many of 
our people in a number of places on this 
earth. 

I was indeed surprised to hear the 
gentleman from California [Mr. SAUND], 
for whom I have a profound admiration, 
talk in generalities about the personnel 
who represent us throughout the world. 

I know very well that there is nothing 
perfect. I know if we take our body, take 
our friends and our families, there are 
many of them we can point to and 
criticize and find fault with. But it has 
been my observation that, by and large, 
all over the world the people working for 
this program are dedicated people. 

Let me give you a few examples. I 
remember getting off an airplane in 
Karachi, which was then the capital of 
Pakistan, the President of which ad
dressed us a few weeks ago. This was 
only 18 months ago. The transportation 
was by camel. We could not stay at a 
hotel because there was no hotel which 
had sanitary facilities, either water or 
food, or anything that the human body 
needs. So I stayed at the home of some 

friends, who incidentally represented the 
ICA in that part of the world. 

We had made a long journey down 
from New Delhi to Karachi and we were 
tired. I stretched out for a moment, 
then went into the bathroom and 
brushed my teeth. Later that evening 
the lady asked me if I had used the water 
from the top, and I said yes. She was 
terribly concerned because of hepatitis, 
which was all over that area. Every drop 
of water for every purpose had to be 
boiled. 

I cite this as an example of the condi
tions that these people have to live with. 
It is easy for us to sit here in Washing
ton, living in comfort, and be critical 
of many who are dedicating themselves 
to our country. 

Let me give you another example. 
Iraq has been mentioned here. We got 
off an airplane in Baghdad. We were 
taken by one of our men to a hotel there 
which was abandoned. There was a cur
few in town that went into effect at 8 
o'clock at night and stayed in effect un
til dawn each day. 

There was nobody in the hotel. Our 
people lived there practically alone and 
abandoned. 

I remember going to Rangoon where 
there was only one restaurant in the 
place, and there the food, I can assure 
you, was somewhat less than desirable. 

I say all this because it demonstrates 
in a very practical way the difficulties 
with which we as a great nation are 
confronted at this time in our history 
to get people to go to Rangoon, to Bagh
dad, to Karachi, to the countries of Latin 
America and live in environments which 
are entirely different from the environ
ments in which we live in this country; 
and to suffer the hardships which they 
must suffer. We are asking a great deal; 
nevertheless, ever since the institution of 
this program, I venture to say that the 
vast majority of them have served with 
dignity, with honor, and with credit to 
the United States of America. 

Mr. Chairman, I know I am not going 
to change anyone's mind here. I think 
the chairman of the Committee on For
eign Affairs, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. MoRGAN], and the mem
bers of his committee have labored hard 
and diligently. I think the compromise 
which he presented to this body a few 
moments ago is a well considered, well 
thought out compromise. It maintains 
complete congressional control to the 
satisfaction of any reasonable man. It 
gives the continuity to the program that 
is required. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. MoRGAN] will be adopted, and 
that the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from California [Mr. SAUND] will 
be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Louisiana has expired. 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to say with all 
the strength within me that I beg of you 
to support the amendment offered by the 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, the gentleman from Pennsyl-

vania [Mr. MoRGANJ. I pay tribute to 
him for introducing a compromise. I 
am also very happy that I paid tribute to 
him yesterday for his support of a bi
partisan foreign policy over the years. 
I am proud that he supported the re
quest of President Eisenhower in the 
previous administration just as he is do
ing this day for President Kennedy. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel that this is the 
most· crucial time in the history of the 
United States. I feel it is no time for 
laughter at anyone's remarks, but it is 
a time for real contemplation, as my 
very good friend from Illinois often re
marks. I pay tribute to her for her 
seriousness in endeavoring to strengthen 
our security through her speeches, her 
work on the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs and her many, many trips abroad 
with the committee. I pay tribute to 
the gentleman from Indiana for the same 
reason. 

But, I want to say to you at this time 
I take second place to none in my bipar
tisan support as a member of the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs during the last 
administration for the past 8 years, as 
well as the present administration. It 
was in my office, Mr. Chairman, that the 
very people to whom I referred saved 
South Vietnam, at a time when Viet
nam in that dangerous area of the 
world was ready to fall. You will all 
recall that this was the time that Bao 
Dai was about to return to power after 
President Eisenhower had permitted the 
division of Vietnam. This is the first 
time I have brought this matter to the 
attention of the House, and over the 
years I never used it in any campaign. 
I mention it only because the gentleman 
from Minnesota mentioned it at one pe
riod. This country is an outpost of de
mocracy in southeast Asia. I only hope 
and pray that the present government in 
South Vietnam will be successful. 

I want to bring to the attention of the 
Members of this House a very important 
provision in this bill. One of the con
siderations for a development loan is 
the "extent to which the recipient coun
try is showing a responsiveness to the 
vital economic, political, and social con
cerns of its people, and demonstrating a 
clear willingness to take effective self
help measures." 

Now, these loans need long-term plan
ning. This provision will force coun
tries in the most underdeveloped areas 
of the world to come up with the plans 
that they need to carry into effect their 
responsibility as a free people. These 
reforms are unfamiliar in many of these 
countries. Governments may stand or 
fall on their ability to institute the neces
sary measures. How can we sit back and 
ask them to have faith in us when those 
who oppose this amendment refuse to 
display their faith in these people. 

I look back at the fall of France, when 
we would have paid any amount of 
money, appropriated, long term or back 
door, to France in order to prevent the 
fall of her Go!Vernment. But, thank 
God, De Gaulle came into being. Let 
us hope that by our action and support 
of the wishes of President Kennedy by 
giving him that which he requests of us, 
we may find De Gaulles in other sections 
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of the world who will put forth demo
cratic processes and democratic pro
cedures that we in this country are en
deavoring to protect and secure for all 
the nations of the world. 

Mrs. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. KELLY. I yield to the gentle
woman from Illinois. 

Mrs. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to compliment the gentle
woman from New York [Mrs. KELLY], 
if I may, for the long fight that she has 
made for those sections of the world 
and those free peoples of the world for 
whom her heart always holds great in
terest. I particularly would like to pay 
tribute to her for the tremendous part 
she played in saving South Vietnam, 
as I think she did, at the time she 
brought to the attention of our commit
tee the activity which would have put 
out of being the present government 
there. Through her own courage, as 
well as through her integrity, she man
aged to save a great country of the free 
world. I say that without reservation, 
and I am proud to be on the committee 
with her. 

Mrs. KELLY. I want to thank the 
gentlewoman for her remarks. How
ever, I say to all of you that no one per
son can save any country and no one 
nation can stand alone at this time, or 
any time. This program which we have 
before us today is a collective, mutual 
program. It is necessary for us to con
tinue the program that we have had in 
the past and improve upon it by adopt
ing the requests of the President. 

Mr. GARY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the substitute amendment. 
Certainly no one in this House will doubt 
my support and advocacy of the foreign 
aid program. I agree with many of the 
things that have been said about this 
program and its accomplishments. I 
have supported it through the years be
cause I have felt that it is a necessary 
part of the defense of the United States 
of America. Certainly, Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to no one in my admiration for 
the chairman of this great Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. But that is not the 
question before the Congress at this time. 
The amendment under consideration 
does not involve foreign aid. The for
eign aid program will go on regardless 
of how we vote. And we are not dis
cussing today the efficiency of the chair
man of the House Foreign Affairs Com
mittee. The point at issue in this 
amendment is the ir..tegrity of the Con
gress of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, the Constitution has 
placed upon us certain responsibilities. 
Are we going to relinquish them to the 
executive branch of the Government? 
If so, then we are not worthy of the 
trust that has been placed in us. 

Mr. Chairman, we have two amend
ments before us. One is the amend
ment offered by my good friend, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. SAUND]. 
The gentleman's amendment will take 
care of that situation. It will retain the 
control of this program in the Congress 
of the United States. The other amend
ment will not. The other amendment 
gives the Executive power to withdraw 
money from the Treasury by loans-

which are not loans. I pointed that out 
as vividly as I was able on yesterday. It 
will call for no appropriation of money. 
We bypass the appropriations process. 
We bypass the Congress, and the Con
gress will have no opportunity to re
view any project until after a commit
ment has been made for that project. 

Now, I know some of the Members are 
interested in long-term planning. It 
has been pointed out that we already 
have long-term planning. We have had 
long-term planning in this program for 
many years. But if there is any doubt 
on that point, the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
SAUND] will certainly permit long-term 
planning. I do not ask you to take my 
word for it; let me read to you from a 
book entitled "An Act for International 
Development," published by the State 
Department in support of this bill that 
we now have before us. 

In speaking of long-term planning it 
says on page 45: 

The same purpose could be accomplished 
by the technique of a multiyear appropria
tion. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
SAUND] provides for a multiyear appro
priation in his amendment. It is what 
we in the Appropriations Committee call 
no-year funds. In other words, the 
money does not have to be spent in the 
fiscal year in which it is appropriated. 
His amendment provides for that. It 
can be spent at any time. So they can 
make their long-term plans on the basis 
of his amendment. 

The quotation from the State Depart
ment book continues: 

However, the technique of borrowing au
thority is better adapted to an income-pro
ducing lending operation which will be used 
to finance increases in productivity, and in 
fact has been the techinque most commonly 
used in the past for financing revolving loan 
funds. 

I pointed out to you yesterday, I 
think without any contradiction, that 
this is not an income-producing lending 
operation we are trying to finance here, 
for the simple fact that the advance
ments to foreign governments under this 
program are not loans. They have even 
stopped calling them loans, they call 
them credits. This money that Judge 
SAUND authorizes to be appropriated in 
his amendment will be advanced to other 
countries on a 50-year no-interest basis. 
No repayments of the principal will be 
required during the first 10 years, 1 per
cent of the principal will be repayable 
during each of the next 10 years, and 3 
percent annually during the next 30 
years. 

I urge you to vote for the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. SAUND]. 

Mr. ANFUSO. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
mutual security bill, H.R. 8400. 

We are all very much aware of the 
fact that our foreign aid program is a 
costly one, that mistakes have been made 
and will continue to be made, that there 
has been waste in some areas of the 
world. But we must ask ourselves: How 
much more costly would it be for us 
without this program? 

The peoples of the free world, includ
ing our own people, must be adequately 
protected and defended against the 
threats, the aggressions, and the acts of 
subversion on the part of international 
communism, and they must know that 
we are at all times with them. The 
American people will not have this addi
tional protection and support if we 
choose to ignore our friends and allies. 
If we should make the mistake of pur
suing -a lone course in world affairs, we 
are doomed. The whole free world will 
crumble before our eyes within a short 
time and we shall then remain standing 
alone to face a hostile world, led by fa
natics, ready to pounce on us at a given 
moment. 

When I think of such a possibility, it 
frightens me. I often wonder whether 
our people are fully cognizant of what is 
going on in the world. My fear stems 
from the fact that some people, includ
ing some very intelligent people, still 
appear to be asleep at this late date, 
and are not cognizant of the grave dan
ger in which our Nation finds itself to
day. 

The Soviet Union has been at war with 
us even before she became our ally in 
World War II. This has not been an 
openly declared war, but a cold and cal
culated war of deception and double
dealing, of subversion and infiltration. 
We, on the other hand, have been pro
ceeding on the premise that we are at 
peace and that we can negotiate our 
differences. The result has been that 
we are losing in various parts of the 
world, and will continue to lose unless 
we wake up and put our country-and 
also our friends and allies--on a war 
footing. I am not advocating that we 
undertake a shooting war. I am pro
posing, however, that we should be pre
pared and that we should also help pre
pare our allies to meet the kind of war 
which is being waged against us now. 

We must mobilize our resources and 
our strength at a faster pace and we 
must take steps to guard every measure 
of our security, otherwise, we shall some
day find ourselves at a tremendous dis
advantage against a ruthless enemy with 
a single-minded purpose--where one 
man can push the button aimed at bury
ing us. 

The foreign aid bill is one of the ways 
in which we can help mobilize the 
strength and the resources of the free 
world. This is a vitai and necessary 
expense which we must bear in our role 
as leader of the free world. To shrink 
from this role, to refuse to assume the 
responsibilities which destiny has thrust 
upon us, would be to lose this leadership 
by default-and with it would go also 
our security, our freedom, and our future 
survival. 

On June 13, 1961, Gen. Lauris Nor
stad, the Supreme Allied Commander in 
Europe, told the House Foreign Affairs 

. Committee: 
The U.S. military assistance program 

should not be viewed exclusively in terms of 
military objectives. It makes possible a 
strong and stable environment within which 
the nations of NATO can enjoy economic 
prosperity, political freedom and an ever
increasing degree of cooperation • • • it con
tributed essential strength to an alliance 
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which stands as a bulwark against the un
diminished threat of Soviet aggression. 

And there is also the very apt remark 
of Walter Lippmann, one of the great 
journalists of our day, who summarized 
the need for foreign aid in these words: 

The United States can no more refuse to 
contribute to foreign aid in the world than 
the richest man in town can refuse to con
tribute to the Community Chest. 

To those among us who say we are 
spending too much on these programs, it 
is worth remembering that France and 
Britain and other nations whom we 
helped in their rehabilitation efforts in 
the postwar years are pro~iding as.sist
ance today to the new Afncan nations. 
The French for example, are this year 
giving $335 'million in aid to countries 
in tropical Africa, compared with only 
$23 million which we are giving to th~se 
countries. The British are spendmg 
over $100 million in aid to Africa south 
of the Sahara, and-listen to this
Soviet Russia is reported spending $96 
million in aid in the same area. 

Even smaller and poorer nations to
day feel a responsibility to help the un
derdeveloped nations in any way that 
they can, mostly in technical assistance. 
Thus, Japan is providing training to 
Ethiopians; Greece is sending doctors to 
help Lybia; Switzerland is helping Mo
rocco in reconstructing a devastated 
town· Israel is providing technical aid 
to Gbana, Liberia, Nigeria, and Sierra 
Leone. 

Thus, we have a multiplicity of rea
sons for extending our aid to the free 
world. We have political and economic 
1·easons, security motives, moral obliga
tions, and also humanitarian reasons. 
We are asked to authorize $4.3 billion for 
our foreign aid program during the cur-
1·ent fiscal year, which is less than 1 per
cent of our gross national product and 
less than 5 percent of the entire budget 
for the year. When we consider the 
fact that about 80 percent of this money 
remains right here in the United States 
where these countries utilize our grants 
and loans to purchase military and 
other equipment, machinery, food, and 
other essential commodities, then it is 
not to be regarded as a loss or a give
away. Nor is it to be regarded as sacri
ficial giving on our part, since some of 
it is in the form of loans which are re
payable. 

And this brings me to the question of 
long-term financing provided for in this 
bill. I am in favor of the 5-year pro
gram to be financed by Treasury bor
rowing, because this method will enable 
us to give the fQreign aid program a 
degree of continuity and maximum ef
fectiveness. Secretary of the Treasury 
Douglas Dillon has told the House For
eign Affairs Committee that he was con
vinced "that this is the most efficient 
and least costly method of providing 
development assistance." 

This method of financing by Treasury 
borrowing is not something new. We 
have used it in the past in financing 37 
programs under 26 different agencies 
and departments, such as the St. Law
rence Seaway, the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, veterans' housing, area re
development, et cetera. There is nothing 

secretive about this method since the 
withdrawals from the Treasury remain 
the same as under the annual appropria
tions system. 

At the same time there are certain 
definite advantages in using this method 
of financing. It allows long-range per
spective in guiding U.S. planning and 
action in the field of foreign assistance. 
It makes possible better utilization of 
free world resources, ours and those of 
our allies, by applying these funds to im
portant and large-scale projects which 
would do the most good, rather than us
ing them for short-range, nonessential 
projects. It also gives the United States 
a more effective lever to insist upon the 
social and political reforms needed in 
some of the countries. 

Perhaps the most important advantage 
to be derived by all concerned is that by 
providing long-term aid to our allies and 
to the uncommitted nations, they will be 
able to plan for several years ahead. 
These nations will be able to undertake 
major projects which would contribute 
to their economic growth and to the im
provement of their standard of living. 
They will be assured that our aid will 
continue until their plans are fulfilled, 
and will not be left unfinished. 

Congress will not lose control over 
the foreign aid program by approving 
this long-range financing system. It will 
still retain the power to review the pro
gram annually, to amend it at any time 
it desires, to investigate its operations, 
or even to abolish it if it deems necessary 
to do so. Any evidences of waste or 
mismanagement should be sufficient rea
son for us to take a close look at the 
program. 

The one big mistake many of us are 
making is that we look upon this as just 
another piece of legislation. The for
eign aid bill this year is emergency 
legislation and it should be dealt with 
as such. It is intended to deal with an 
emergency situation which is growing 
more serious by the hour. If we are to 
think of the future of our country and 
the survival of our Nation-and this 
should be the true measuring rod for our 
actions and decisions today-then we 
must look upon the present situation 
from a much wider point of view than 
the cost of our efforts and ways to 
economize. 

Unless we are willing to make sacri
fices, unless we are ready to take drastic 
steps to defend everything this Nation 
has accomplished in the last two cen
turies, we are in grave danger of losing 
everything. If we cannot afford these 
expenditures, as some maintain, let us 
remember that we can still less afford 
to be complacent. 

One of the main requisites in a time of 
national emergency such as this is to 
give the President the authority to use 
the power of his office in the best inter
ests of the Nation. In 1957, following 
the Suez crisis, Congress approved the 
Eisenhower doctrine to commit our 
troops and our resources without con
sulting the Congress in time of emer
gency. That doctrine was approved by 
resolution-House Joint Resolution 117-
in both Houses of Congress and be
came public law. A year later, we be
came involved in a crisis in the Middle 

East which was of such urgency that 
President Eisenhower dispatched some 
2,500 U.S. marines to Lebanon. In a 
message to Congress on July 15, 1958, 
explaining his action, the President de
clared that American forces have been 
sent there "to assist the Government of 
Lebanon in the preservation of Leb
anon's territorial integrity and inde
pendence, which have been deemed vital 
to U.S. national interests and world 
peace." The Nation and the Congress 
at the time endorsed the President's 
action. 

Now we face an even more dangerous 
situation on a global scale. If we ac
ceded to giving Eisenhower the power 
to commit our troops abroad, surely we 
can give President Kennedy the power 
to assure our allies that we have every 
intention of fulfilling our commitments 
to them over the next 3 years at 
least to help them develop their eco
nomic resources and their strength. 
Only by building up our strength and 
that of our allies can we hope to main
tain a position of power which will as
sure our security and the peace of the 
world. 

Congress, for example, has the power 
to declare war, but we have learned to 
realize that these are different times and 
wars in our day are not waged in the 
traditional manner, nor are they de
clared in the traditional way. Declara
tion of war is no longer a factor today. 
Russia has been waging war against us 
for the past four decades-and without 
an official declaration. Congress must 
realize that these times require emer
gency action, even if such action should 
affect our constitutional functions and 
prerogatives. 

Mr. Chairman, our strong support for 
the foreign aid program will be another 
way of saying to Khrushchev and his 
henchmen that we mean business, that 
we shall keep our commitments to our 
allies, that we shall build up the strength 
of the free world, and that we have no 
intention of giving up our freedom and 
our way of life to the Communists by 
default. 

Let us give our strong and determined 
reply as a united nation. Let our action 
in this Chamber resound in the Kremlin 
in a clear and unmistakable voice: This 
is the answer of the free people of Amer
ica. 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, it has always been my 
philosophy as an elected official either to 
lead those whom I represent, or to re
flect their wishes. Because of the 
greater sources of information available 
to elected officials, they have the knowl
edge and the authority to lead. The 
President of the United States is our 
leader. 

Mr. Chairman, I am satisfied to follow 
the President of the United States. I 
have been satisfied to follow the Presi
dent of the United States whether he 
was a Republican or a Democrat. When 
Mr. Eisenhower was President of the 
United States, he sent a bill to our com
mittee calling for a long-term direct fi
nancing, and I supported it in commit
tee. The minority members of the com
mittee similarly supported it. When 
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this bill came up from the administra
tion calling for 5-year, long-term di
rect Treasury :financing, I supported that 
too. 

Mr. Chairman, the President of the 
United States knows what is best for our 
country. The people of the United 
States feel that he knows what is best 
for America. If that were not so, he 
would not be in the position that he 
holds today. I think it is our bounden 
duty to follow the President because of 
the sources of information that he has 
available to him. The President, in his 
wisdom, has determined that it is neces
sary for the future welfare of our coun
try to have the authority for long-term 
direct Treasury :financing. 

The Congress, the duly elected rep
resentatives of the people, should not 
refuse this request of the President. It 
is true that some of us may disagree with 
him. 

With that end in mind we have offered 
a compromise. Certainly that is some
thing that can be accepted by thinking 
people without in any way violating their 
feelings or their ideals. Of course, it has 
been said that we are going to violate 
the policies of this Congress, that we 
are going to lose our control. It has 
been proven full well during the debate 
in the last 2 days that that is not so. 
Certainly through the budgetary appro
priations we will be enabled to determine 
how much is to be expended. We have 
the right to repeal section 202, the capi
talization section of the bill. In that 
way you can also determine how much is 
to be expended. 

I do not think it is our duty to ham
string the President or any of those who 
feel it is in the interest of our country 
to maintain a situation that is necessary. 

Mr. McDOWELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Delaware. 

Mr. McDOWELL. Will the gentleman 
agree that the people of the United 
States are supporting the President to
day and that that is especially true in 
these last weeks? And that they espe
cially support him overwhelmingly in his 
conduct of our foreign policy? 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. If course I agree 
with the gentleman. There is no ques
tion but what the people of these United 
States support the President in these 
critical days, and it ill behooves us to 
take the position that we will not sup
port him. The public opinion of this 
country favors the position the Presi
dent thinks is necessary for this country, 
and I truly feel that it is to our interest, 
to the country's interest for us to do 
likewise. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of the amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Saund substitute, and I wish to tell you 
why. We talk about long-term planning. 
If the plans are wrong, the longer they go 
the worse they get. During the last few 
weeks we have had an example of the 
disregard of the intent of Congress by 
officials in the Department of State. 
They operate this program. I want the 
Congress to appropriate the money at 
least this time for 1 year, and if their 

plans are not right we can cut off the 
moneys. 

I think most of us have been here long 
enough to know that the only deterrent 
on some of these people is to cut off their 
funds. I am going to make a brief ref
erence to the disregard by the State De
partment of the direction of the Con
gress in the recent extension of the su
gar Act, when we said specifically-and 
the chairman of the committee, the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
CooLEY], went into great detail here on 
the floor to say that we would give special 
consideration-the House wrote in "pref
erence'' but the conferees said "special" 
consideration-in buying sugar from 
countries that would buy our surplus ag
ricultural commodities. That was en
tirely disregarded in the case of Brazil. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Departmental Oversight I had a repre
sentative of the State Department before 
the committee who said that he was re
sponsible for the action taken. He was 
one of the most arrogant witnesses I 
have ever seen. We told him at the time 
that we felt they had disregarded the 
instructions of Congress to sell this 
American wheat to Brazil who wanted 
to buy it and was willing to pay us dol
lars for it. He gave as his excuse that 
he did not think Brazil needed the wheat, 
that they should buy it from Argentina 
and other countries like that. 

Lo and behold, a few days later we 
learned that Brazil bought that wheat 
from Russia. I documented that case 
in its entirety, and I sent it to the White 
House a week ago last Friday. I talked 
to two of the representatives of the 
White House and their legislative liaison 
officer. They said, "We are going to talk 
to the Secretary of State or the Depart
ment of State." 
- I spoke to them yesterday. They said 
they would have the State Department 
try to explain it to me. I talked to two 
State Department people today, and not 
yet have they admitted they have vio
lated the intent of the Congress. They 
have not indicated they want to change 
their attitude. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the good 
people we have in the Department of 
State, I appreciate the great sacrifice 
that some of these people have made. 
But we have a lot of people down there 
who have been in the State Department 
since the Truman administration, 
through the Eisenhower administration; 
there has been no change in policy. 
Until I get some assurance we are going 
to get rid of these people who have no 
appreciation, no respect, and will not do 
what the Congress says, I am going to 
vote to put every restriction on this bill 
lean. 

I have voted for foreign aid before, I 
am for foreign aid, I want to support it 
all I can. I am going to support the 
President. But I cannot support some of 
the people he has working for him and 
who are making decisions. He has had 
some very poor advisers. Until he gets 
rid of them we are not going to have the 
kind of program you want. If you want 
to get this thing on the line, support the 
Saund substitute amendment, then we 
can come back next year, and if they 
have gotten off on the wrong line we can 

get them back in the crack by the ap
propriation of funds. That is the only 
way you are going to do it. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I yield to the 
gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. COLMER. It is obvious the tem
per of this House, is it not, is that some 
kind of a compromise or some kind of 
an amendment is going to be adopted. 
Bearing in mind when it comes back 
from conference it most likely will be 
weaker than when it left here, is it not 
the gentleman's opinion we should adopt 
a strong amendment, like the Saund 
amendment, because we may get less 
out of the conference? 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. The gentle
man is right. We have to show our re
sponsibility, we have to accept the re
sponsibility that we have, and the only 
way we can do it is by adopting the 
Saund amendment. 

Mr. JENSEN. -Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Saund amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, there are those in this 
House on both sides of the aisle who will 
remember the drought and the crop fail
ures in 1933, 1934, and 1935. When we 
talk about long-term commitments to 
foreign countries, we must remember 
that should we have a crop failure in 
America any year in the future, and it 
can happen again, our foreign aid would 
of necessity be brought to a bare mini
mum or stopped completely. Since our 
entire economy is generated from the 
products of mother earth. 

You may say, "Oh, we have a great 
surplus of feed, food, and :fiber." But let 
me remind you that the surpluses we 
have now in storage even as large as they 
are will be consumed in 3 months should 
we have a major crop failure. Would we 
not look rather ridiculous to the people 
in foreign lands if we committed our
selves to more than 1 year at a time, 
if for this or some other reason we could 
not live up to our commitments to send 
them neither dollars, feed, food, or fiber. 

You may say, "Oh, that will not hap
pen," but let us not forget that the good 
Lord has been especially kind to us 
Americans for a quarter of a century by 
giving us a proper amount of rain and 
sunshine which produced those bountiful 
crops. Just how much more we can ex
pect of Him, I ask in all sincerity. 

Just as sure as night follows day we 
will again have these devastating 
droughts and crop failures and should it 
come within the next 3 years which the 
compromise amendment provides, and 
we could not live up to our commitments 
to the people across . the seas, then we 
would really lose face and prestige 
around the world. 

Let us think seriously about that, my 
friends. Let us support the amendment 
offered by our colleague and adopted 
patriot from California. It is quite pos
sible that because he did not inherit his 
citizenship here but came from a foreign 
land and took our oath of allegiance as 
he proudly stated a few minutes ago 
that the gentleman from California [Mr. 
SAUND] values his American citizenship 
just a little more than some native-born 
Americans who take their American citi
zenship for granted. For that, I honor 



1961 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 16069 
him and am proud to call him my friend bility of pestilence and famine at home 
and colleague. is a proposition which justly ·deserves 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, will our attention. But I woUld humbly re-
the gentleman yield. fer my colleague and others who are 

Mr. JENSEN. I yield to the distin~ persuaded by this argument to chapter 
guished gentleman from Mississippi. 15, verses 32 to 38, inc1usive, of the Gospel 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The gentleman is a of St. Matthew: 
member of the Committee on Appropria~ 32. Then Jesus called his disciples unto 
tions and a very able one. I am certain him, and 1>aid, I have compassion on the 
he is concerned over the Tr.easury multitude, because they continue with me 
method of capitalization provided in this now three days, and have nothing to eat: and 
bill, as I am. I will not send them away fasting, lest they 

Mr. JENSEN. Indeed, I am. · faint in the way. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. I would like to call 33. And his disciples say unto him, 

Whence should we have so much bread in 
to the attention of the House that article the wilderness, as to fill so great a multi~ 
I of section 9 of the Constitution of the tude? 
United States provides that no money 34. And Jesus saith unto them, How many 
shall be drawn from the Treasury but in loaves have ye? And they said, Seven, and 
consequence of appropriations made by a few little fishes. 
law. 35. And he commanded the multitude to 

Mr. JENSEN. Right. sit down on the ground. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. That means, of 36. And he took the seven loaves and the 

course. after appropriations have been fishes, and gave thanks, and brake them, 
made by the Congress. Now, while the and gave to his disciples, and the disciples 

to the multitude. 
Treasury financing system perhaps may 37. And they did all eat, and were filled: 
not violate the letter of that provision, and they took up of the broken meat and 
I do not think that .anyone could reason~ that was left seven baskets full. 
ably suggest that it does not violate the 38. And they that did eat were four thou-
intent and the spirit of that provision. sand men, besides women and children. 

Mr. JENSEN. I believe it violates !both I would suggest that the Almighty 
the spirit and the intent, I will say to my who had compassion for the multitude-
friend. the Almighty who brushed aside the 
Now~ Mr. Chairman, some may .say, oh, fears of his disciples and fed 4,-ooo on 7 

if we have a severe crop failure, we will 1oaves and a few fishes-will be dis
simply increase the Federal debt ceiling, posed to send the right amount of sun
and we will :float the necessary bonds to shine and the right amount of rain to 
pay the bill. Then I ask, who among you a nation willing to commit itself to share 
would buy those bonds? If that should its food and treasure with today's 
come about, God forbid, the dollar in _starving multitude-today, next year, 
your pocket today might, ·even before the and the years after that. 
next 3 years have ended, be worth about It seems to me that many factors 
a -dime ln purchasing power. Then the motivate this aid program. Among 
hope of the Communist 1eaders would them, fear of military aggression, fear of 
come true, and their prediction that the the spread of communism, and a commit
United States <>f America will spend itself ment to freedom-but high among the 
into bankruptcy, and thus fall into their . motives of this Nation under God is a 
arms like autUm.n leaves. · concern by each of us for ·al11>f our fel~ 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the low men. 
,gentleman from Iowa has expired. Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to extend my re
unanimous consent to extend my re- marks at this point in the RECORD. 
marks at this point in the RECO.RD. The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request ·Of the gentleman from 
to the request of the gentleman from N.ew York? 
California? 

There was no objection. There was no objection. 
Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

to support the committee amendment in support of the .substitute offered by 
which calls for commitments from this the gentleman from California. 
Nation over the next 3 years. I would It is an atrocious thing how an inter
not be so bold as to advise my colleagues national crisis can be used to promote 
concerning the proposed methods of an unworthy cause. Yesterday I sat 
financing this aid. It seems to me that through the full debate and heard a 

~ ab1er Members than I have adequately number of speakers say that the inter
supported the committee's position in national crisis demands back-door 
this regard. But the argument posed financing of the Development Loan Fund. 
by my esteemed colleague from Iowa They te11 us that development loans can 
disturbs me and seems to have gone un- only be effective if they are based on 
answered to this point. long-term planning. No one denies that 

He raises the frightening possibility · simple truth. But then they lose their 
that this Nation may well suffer serious logic and declare, without convincing 
crop losses and food and fiber shortages substantiation, that the only way they 

· at any time. If I recall his statement, cap. achieve long-term planning is by 
it was that the Almightly had blessed back-door financing. Of course the fact 

· us with the proper amount of sunshine is that we have had long-term planning, 
and rain for several years, but we know without back-door financing, in the for-
not how long this may last. eign aid bill from the outset. 

To attempt to commit ourselves to I submit that: 
share with our starving brethren First. Congressional scrutiny has in 
throughout the world for longer than a the past exposed a number of abuses in 
1-year period when we face the possi- the development program. 

Second. Rather then less congressional 
scrutiny, we need more congressional 
scrutiny to eliminate waste and cor~ 
ruption. 

Third. Long-term commitments. based 
upon back-door .financing, are probably 
sought primarily because it is our in
tention to further appease those so
called neutral nations who seek to play 
us off against Soviet Russia for more 
and more aid. These countries play hard 
to get so we will give them more money. 
We are told that some of these countries 
may refuse to do their own part, so we 
had better offer them our aid on virtually 
a guaranteed basis. No longer will these 
underdeveloped nations have to worry 
about the careful watchfulness of Con
gress. The State Department can give 
them the money with the guarantee that 
these recipients of the taxpayers• largess 
need not worry about future congres~ 
sional criticisms and oversight. 

Mr. Chairman, I have supported mu
tual security. It is not popu1ar back 
home, but it is, in my opinion a program 
that is critical to the survival of the 
free world. The people have a way of 
rising unselfishly in support of those who 
vote for what they sincerely believe to 
be in the best interests of national se
curity. I hope to be able to vote for the ' 
mutual security program this year. I 
will not so vote, however, unless the tax
payers' money is safeguarded by proper 
congressional control over development 
loans on a year~by-year basis. 

Mr. Chairman, our distinguished and 
respected colleague, the gentleman from 
Maine [Mr. GARLAND] is disabled by ill~ 
ness today. He has asked me to express 
from the :floor of the House today his 
strong opposition to the back-door fi
nancing aspects of this bill. I am sure 
I speak for the entire House in express
ing the earnest hope that our esteemed 
colleague who serves the people of Maine 
so ably and aggressively, will soon be 
back with us. ln the meanwhile his 
presence is sorely missed. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman . I 
move to strike out the last word. ' . 

I do not want to delay the debate 
because I think the committee is ready 
to vote. But, earlier a question was 
raised as to my having voted for a 2-year 
program. I -checked back in the RECORD. 
After the Selden amendment was adopt
ed the House went for a 1-year pro
gram and the matter was sent to con
ference. A 2-year authorization came 
back, but the people on the committee 
staff tell me-and I am sure they are 
correct about it--while it was a 2-year 
authorization program that we support
ed in the conference report, it provided 
for annual appropriations by the com
mittee and did not provide for borrowing 
from the Treasury. That is much dif
ferent from the proposition we have here 
today. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I did not say any~ 
thing about that. I spoke solely about 
the long-range principle involved. And, 
again in 1959 the gentleman voted for 
a 2-year development loan program. 
STATUS OF APPROPRIATIONS, 1ST SESSION, 87TH 

CONGRESS 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 
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Mr. Chairman, the House and the 
·country may be interested in knowing 
at this time how much money we are in 
process of appropriating in the present 
session. The regular annual supply bills 
have proceeded far enough for us to give 
you a very definite idea of how much 
money has been appropriated to date or 
will probably be appropriated for this 
session. I will submit tabulated state
ments of the regular appropriation bills 
and of the identified legislative bills 
carrying back-door provisions. Accord
ing to the compilation, which is the most 
authoritative available, the back-door 
provisions thus far requested in this ses
sion in connection with 11 bills, includ
ing the pending foreign aid bill, amount 

to at least $28,670 million. That is the 
minimum. 

The spending budget this year-fiscal 
1962-is approximately $88 billion. The 
spending budget last year was about $81 
billion. Shortly, in a couple of years, we 
will have a budget of $100 billion a year. 
Now, of course, we are not taking in 
money enough to pay this. Our nation
al revenues do not meet these expenses. 
We are spending, and we have been 
spending during this entire year, every 
hour, $1 million more than we are tak
ing in. Ever since this session began 
we have been spending in the red at the 
rate of $1 million every hour, day and 
night. 

I do not have to tell you what that is 
leading to. And if we continue to spend 

at this rate, especially with these back
door provisions, spending will accelerate 
at an even greater rate. 

We already owe the greatest peace
time debt in history. We are now pay
ing the highest rate of interest. We 
cannot sell our bonds any more at 2 
percent. Short-term bonds are drawing 
the highest rate of interest in the his
tory of the Treasury. Long-term bonds 
are now selling so low that they pay in 
excess of 4 percent. This year we paid 
in interest alone $9 billion. Just 21 
years ago the entire Federal budget was 
less than that. 

We have raised the public debt limit 
seven times since 1954. 

Under permission granted, I include 
two tabulated statements. 

Table of appropriation bills, 87th Gong., 1st sess., as of Aug. 15, 1961 
[Does not include any back-door appropriation bills] 

Senate compared with- Increase or ded 
Budget esti- Amount as 

House com
pared with 
budget esti-

Budget esti- Amount as l--------,c-------l Final confer- crease compare 
mates to passed Senate ence action to budget esti-Title mates to passed House 

House Senate Budget esti- House mates to date mates 
mates 

1961 SUPPLEMENTALS 

3d supplemental, 196L _____ $1,299,834,769 
Inter-American program.__ 600, 000, 000 
4th supplemental, 196L ---- 88,024,000 

$803,506,119 -$496,32 , 650 $5, 339, 565, 127 $4, 637, 419, 970 -$702, 145,157 +$3, 833, 913, 851 $1, 694, 055, 637 1-$3,645,509,490 
600, 000, 000 -------------- .. - 600, 000, 000 600, 000, 000 --=-4o;sio;iiiiii-

__ ...... _____________ 600, 000, 000 
-----=4o~sio~iiiiii-47,214,000 -40,810,000 88,024,000 47,214,000 ----------------- 47,214,000 

l------l------l------l------l------l-------1--------l------l---------
Total, 1961 supplemen

tals. _ ------------------ 1, 987,858,769 1, 450, 720, 119 -537, 138, 650 6, 027, 589, 127 5, 284, 633, 970 -742, 955, 157 +3, 833, 913, 851 2, 341, 269, 637 
1=========1=========1==========1:========= 

1962 APPROPRIATIONS 

Treasury-Post Office ______ _ 
Interior 2 __________ ---------

5, 371. 801, 000 
7 2, 387, 000 

- 9, 936,000 
-29,068,000 

5, 371, 801,000 5, 327, 631, 000 -44, 170, 000 +45, 766, 000 5, 298, 765, 000 
782, 387,000 813, 399, 850 +31, 012, 850 +60, 080, 850 779, 158, 650 

-3, 686, 319, 490 

-73, 036, 000 
-3,228,350 

Labor-HEW------ --------
Legislative ________ __ -------

4. 282, 148, 081 
105, 647, 577 
805, 584, 202 

6, 089, 244, 000 
(612, 000, 000) 
, 625,561, ()()() 

5, 281, 865, 000 
753, 319, 000 

4, 327,457,000 
104, 353, 335 
751, 300, 050 

5, 948, 466, 000 
(629, 900, 000) 

8, 404, 098, 000 

+45, 308, 919 
-1,294,242 

5, 004, 131,081 5, 161,380,000 +157, 248,919 +833, 923,000 ---
136,082,802 135,432,065 -650,737 +31, 078,730 -- 135;432;065- --------:.:650;737" 

State, Justice, Judiciary ·--
Agriculture.------ --- ------

Loan authorizations ---- --
Independent offices _______ _ 
General Government-Com-

-54, 284, 152 
-140,778,000 
(+17, 900, 000) 
-221,463,000 

6, ggg: m: ~ -5;967;457;500- -=i2i;786;500- ----+is;wi;500- 5;967;494;500- -----.:.i~i(749~&xi 
(612, 000, 000) (725, 500, 000) ( + 113, 500, 000) ( +95, 600, 000) (725, 500, 000) ( + 113, 500, 000) 

9, 174,561,000 9, 098,769,500 -75,791,500 +694, 671,500 8, 966,285,000 -208,276,000 

mercc______________ ______ 666, 278,000 626,958,000 -39,320,000 666,278,000 650,438,200 -15,839,800 +23,480,200 641,135,800 -25,142,200 
Defense ____________________ 42,942,345,000 42,711,105,000 -231,240,000 46,396,945,000 46,848,292,000 +451, 347,000 +4, 137,187,000 46,662,556,000 +265, 611,000 
District of Columbia_______ (292, 438, 188) (268, 122, 400) ( -24,315, 788) --------------- --------------- --------------- --------··------- --------------- --------·---------

Loan authorization______ _ (24, 600, 000) (29, 000, 000) ( +4, 400, 000) --------------- ------------ --- --------------- ----------------- --------------- ------------------
Federal payment_________ 39,753,000 32,753,000 -7,000,000 ------ --------- --------- -- ---- --------------- ----------------- --------------- ------------------

W~t~~:~:~~~~~~===== -~~~~~~~~~~- ---~~~~~~~- --~~~~~~~~~- -~~~~~~~~~~- =======:::::::: ::::::::~:::::: ::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::: 
Mutual security __ --------- --------------- ---------- ----- ---------------- - -------------- --------------- --------------- ----------------- --------------- --------------- -- -
Supplemental.--- - __ -_--- ______ ----------- --------------- ___ ------ ____ --- ____ ----------- ___ ------------ -------------- _ -------------- ___ --------------- ---------------- __ 

Total, 1962 appropriations. 70, 746, 316. 860 69, 825, 033, 385 -921, 283, 475 75, 474, 582,085 74,002, 800, 115 +381, 370, 232 +5, 845,178, 780 68, 450, 827,015 -166,471,787 

Total, all appropriations __ 72, 734, 175,629 71, 275, 753, 504 -1,458,422, 125 81, 502,171,212 79,287,434,085 -361, 584,925 +9, 679,092,631 70, 792,096,652 I-3, 852,791,277 
Total, loan authorizations_ (636, 600, 000) (658, 900, 000) (+22, 300, 000) (612, 000, 000) (725, 500, 000) ( +113, 500, 000) ( +95, 600, 000) (725, 500, 000) ( + 113, 500, 000) 

1 Major reductions include 2 items submitted directly to Senate (S. Doc. 19): 
(1) $2,900,525,000 to restore funds of Commodity Credit Corporation. Entire estimate 
disallowed in conference; $1,951,915,000 resubmitted for 1962 in budget estimates for 
Agriculture (H. Doc. 155); (2) $490,000,000 for "Payment to the Fc<leral extended 
compensation account." Reduction made by Senate. Resubmitted to Senate for 
1962 in Labor-HEW bill (S. Doc. 30) . 

2 Includes borrowing authority as follows: Budget estimate, $15,000,000; House 
reported and passed, $10,000,000; Senate reported and passed, $10,000,000. 

NOTE.- Indefinite appropriations are included in this table. 

New a'uthority to obligate the Gove1·nrnent ca1·ried in identified legislative bills, 1st sess.; 87th Gong. (p 'ublic debt bo1'1'otving, contmct 
attthm·ity, ttse of 1·eceipts, and authority to ttse existing authm·ity) 

[Please note that for some bills no amounts are shown; thus the grand totals understate the situation] 

Executive requests Enacted compared with executive 
requests 

Bill and subject Senate House Enacted 

Full basis Basis comparable 
to enacted 

Full basts Comparable 
basis 

1. Veterans' direct loans, multiyear (H.R. 
5723; Public Law 87-84) (public debt)_ (I) (1) $1,060,000,000 $1, 050, 000, ()()() $1, 060, 000, 000 +$1, 050, 000, 000 +$1, 050, 000, 000 

2. Area redevelopment, multiyear (S. 1; 
• 300,000, ()()() +300, 000, ()()() +300, 000, 000 Public Law 87-27) (public debt) ___ --- 2 ($300, 000, 000) 2 ($300, 000, 000) I 300, 000, 000 I (300, 000, 000) 

3. Agricultural commodities, sales for 
foreign currencies, for calendar year 
1961 (B. 1027; Public Law 87-28) 
(contract authority) __ ---------------- • 2, 000, 000, 000 2, 000, 000, 000 2, 000, 000, 000 2, 000, 000, 000 2, 000,000,000 ------------------ ------------------

4,. Special milk program for fiscal year 1962 
(S. 146; Public Law 87-67) (contract 

105, 000, 000 105, 000, 000 105, 000, 000 authority)_------------------ -- ------- 5 105, 000, 000 6 105, 000, 000 ----- ...... ----------- .. -----------------
5. Special feed grain program for 1961 

(H.R. 4510; Public Law 87-5) (con-
tract authority)---------- ---- -- ------- (6) (I) (I) (') (6) --------------- ... -- ------------------

6. Housing Act of1961, multiyear (S. 1922; 
Public Law 87-70) (public debt and 
contract authority)· 

(a) FNMA, special assistance (pub-
lie debt) ___ _ --- --------------- 750, 000, ()()() 750, 000,000 750,000,000 71,550,000,000 7 1, 550,000, ()()() +800, 000,000 +800, 000,000 

See fo(}tnotes at end of table. 
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New authority to obligate the G.overn"YMnt carried in identified legislativ.e bills, 1.st .sess., 87th C.ong. (public tlebt borrowing, contract 

authority., use of :receipts, and authority to use' existing .authorit,y)-Continued 

[Plea~ note that for some bills no amounts are shown; thus the grand totals understate tlle situationl 

Executive requests 

Bill and subject 

Full basis 

6, Housing Act of 1961-Continued 
(b) College housing loans (public 

debt)._ -------•-------------- $1, 350,000,000 

Basis comparable 
to enacted 

$1,000,000,000 ' 
(c) Public facility loans (public 

debt)_-----------------,---- 50,000,000 50,000,000 
(1) Mass transportation 

loans (public -debt)_ ------------------ -----------------
(d) Ut·ban.renewal grants (contract 

authority) __ ----------------- '2, 500,000,000 " 2, 500, 000, 000 
(e) Public housing (contra.ctauthor

ity): 
(1) .Annual contributions.__ 10 3,146, 000,000 to 3,146, 000,000 
(2) Demonstration grants___ u (10, OOOJOOO) u (10, 000, 000) 

Senate 

$1,350,000, ()()() 

50.000,000 

100,000,000 

8 2, 500,000, 000 

House 

$1,200,000, ()()() 

500~000,000 

'2, 000, 000, 000 

10 3, 146, 000, 000 10 3, 146, 000, 000 
11 '(10, 000, 000) ----------------

(f) Open. space land grants {con-
tract authority)_____________ 12 (100, 000, 000) 12 (100, 000, 000) --------- --- ----- 12 (100, 000, 000) 

(g) Mass transportation demon- ' 
stration grants (contract au-thority) ______________________ _ 13 (W, 000, 000) 13 (10, 000, 000) 13 (50, 000, 000) __________________ ' 

Enacted 

1 $1, 200, 000, 000 

450, 000, 000 

50,000,000 

8 2, 000, OOOJ 000 

Enacood oompared with <executive 
r«<uests 

FWI\basis 

-$150, 000,000 

+400. 000, 000 

+liO, 000. 000 

-500,000,000 

Comparable 
basis 

+$200, 000, 000 

+400, 000, 000 

+50,·000, 000 

-.500. 000, 000 

10 3
' t~4g:ggg:ggg ------+s:ooo:®- ------+s:ooo:ooo-
12 50, 000, 000 +50, 000, 000 +50, 000, 000 

13 (25, 000, 000) (+15,000,000. (+1..5, 000, 000) 
(h) Farm housing loans (public 

debt)__ __ _____________________ 1:4 207,000,000 ll207, 000,000 .u 207,000,000 u 407J 000,000 14 407, 000, 000 +200, 000, 000 +200. 000, ()()() 
I------------~------------J-----------I·-----------I-----------I------~----------

Total. housing bilL________ 8, OOB, 000, 000 
Loans___________________ (2, 357,000, 000) ' 
Grants_________________ {5,646, 000,000) 

7, 653, 000,000 
(2, 007, '()00, 000) 
(5, 646,000, '000) 

16 8, 103, 000, 000 8, 803, 000, 000 
(2, 457, 000, 000) (3, 657, 000, 000) 
(.5, 646,000. 000) {5, 146,000, 000) 

8, 858, 000, 000 +855, 000, 000 + 1, 205,000, 000 
(3, 657, 000, 000) (+1, 300,000, 000) ( + 1, 650, ooo. 000) 
(5,201, 000, 000) ( -4(5, 000, 000) ( -'!1:45, 000, 000) 

1=========1==========1==========1==========1==========1=========~========= 

18 (16, 000, OOD) 
I 

n (16, 000, 000) 

7. Cape Cod National SeaShore Parlt: (8. 
867; H.R • .57.86; Public Law 87-126) (contmct authority) _____________ . ____ _ 18 (16, 000, 000) 16 (16, 000, 000) ------------------ ------------------16,000,000 

s. Federal Sid to rurports, 5 'Years (H.R. 
6580; 8. 1703; H.R. 8102) (contract 
authoritY>--------------------------1====37=~=.000,==000=. = 1==·=·=·=·=·=·=--=·=·=·=--=·=--=-=-1 =··=·=--=--=-=--=·=--=·=--=·=~1==10=(37=5,=000=,=000=0=l=--=-=--=·=--=--=·=--=·=--=·=-'1=--=-=--=·=--=--=-=--=·=·=-·l=--=-=--=-=--=·=--=--=·=--=·· 

'9, Mutual security loans, 5 years (H.lt. 
8!00; 8. 1983) (public debt boxrowing, 
use of certain r~payments, and con· 
tract authority): 

(a) Public debt borrowmg for de-velopment loans _____________ _ 
(b) Use of receipts from old loans for 

dev.elopment loans..---------
(c) Dr.swdown on Defense stocks 

and services for military as-
sistance purposes (Defense 
can incur obligations in antici-
pation of reimbursement) {sec. 
51'0) ---------------------------

(-d) Use of rorcign. currencies (sec. 611) ______________________ _ 

7, 300, 000,000 

l? 1, 487, 000,000 

400, 000, 000 

(18) 

1------------·}------------r-----------1-------------J-------------I-----------~------------
~otal., mutual.security _______ l=='9=, 1=8=7,=000=. '=OOO==I-=·=·=--=·=·=--=·=--=·=·=--=·=-=J-==-=--=·=·=--==·=--=·=-=--=·=·=-li=-=·-=-=--=-=--=-=·=--=·=-=-=1=-=·=·=--=·=·=--=·=--=·=·=--=·=-J=-=-=--=--=-=-=--=-=-=--=·=-=t=--=·=·=-·=·=-=·=·=·=--=·=--=-

10. Highway Act of 1961 (H.R. 6713; .Public 
Law 8Hil) (div~on of .gen&al fund 
:revenues to "trust" fund; rontract 
authority): 

~a) Diversion<>f~ oflO percent tax 
<ln trucks, buses~ -and trall-
.er.s 19----------------------- ------------------ ------------------

lt. Agricultural .Acl of 1W1 (H.R. &GO; 
H.R. 8230; S. 1983; Public Law 87-
128): 

(a) 1962 wheat program (use of 
CCC funds) _________________ ------------------ ------------------

(b) 1962 feed grain program (con
tract atLthority J81ld use of 
CCC fonds) __________________ - ----------------- ------------------

(c) Agricultural comm'ld'ties, sales 
for foreign currencies (con-

1, ~. 000, 000 1, 803, 000, 000 1, 660, 000, ()()() + 1, 660, 000, 000 + 1, 660, 000, 000 

(~) 

(6) 

tract authority).______________ _ :JO 7_, 500,000,000 2o $4,,5QO, 000.000 
(d) Faminexelief (contract .author-

~0 4, 500, 000, 000 21) 4, 500, 000, 000 20 4, 500, 000, 000 -3, 000, 000, 000 ------------------
ity).---.----- ---- --- - ------- -- - 11 1, 500,000,000 Sl 900,000,000 

Total, Agricultural Act.____ 9, 000,000,000 5, 400,000,000 

Grand total (as to amounts 
listed)------------------- 28, 670, 000, 000 

1 Department 'endorsed need lor some legislation, but no specific request was sub-
mitted by the administration. .Bill extends over 6 years. · 

2 Recommended usuaHype authorization of appropriation to a revolving funds 
plus use of receipts derived from oper.ations. House concurred. 

3 For 3revolvingfunds plus use ofreceipts derived from operations. 
4 For calendar -year 1961 only (to a total of $3,500,000,000}. 
• Originally submitted as part of the genera1 farm bill, to be .financed in this llll1D.Der 

for fiscall962 and thereafter through the more usual ,annual advance appropriation. 
6 Amounts not precisely determinable. 
7 Basis for this figure is set out on pp. M-55, H. Rept. 44.7. 
8 For 4-year period; full Executive request anrl Senate bill. were for 5-year period. 
'~ For 4-year period. 
1o Represents estimated maximum cost 'Of annual contributiQD.s !or 100,000 units of 

publiehousill,g to bepa:id out over period 40 to 45 years. See pp. 55-56, H. Rept. ,(47. 
n Regular authorization for appropriation in Executive request and Senate bill. 

House bill made no provision. J3ill changed at conference stage to contract aut1Jority. 
u Regular autborization for :appropriation. Senate bill made no provision. Bill 

changed at conference stage to contract autholity. 
13 Part of, and included in, item 6(d), urban renewaJ grant autborlty. 
14 Executive request and Senate bill pl'Oposed a ·5-year extension of availabllity of the 

(f:=tt~~i~;~~~':i0~$~t>~$Jgt~~~o&.~.)xW;u~~ 1flle~ ~!i 
version extend such balance and add $200,000,000 additional-limited, however, to a 
•·year period. See pp. 57-58, H. Rept. 447. 

21 900, 000, 000 21 900, '000, 000 21 '900, 000, 000 -600, 000, '()()() ------------------
5, 400, 000, 000 5, 400, 000, 000 5,400,'()()(),000 -3,600,000, ()()() ------------------

10 Exc1udes $1,200,000,000 carried in Senate bill for vererans direct loans inasmuch as 
the program is :a1so accounted for in the .first bill listed in :tabulation. 

u Regullll' authorization for appropriation. 
11 Officially estimated at $287,000.000 lor 1962 and $300,000,000 Ior each sucoeediJJg 

year. 
18 .Pl'ecise .amounts not identified. 19 Wllile technically this ts not "New authority to obligate the Government," it 

'has the same e:lfect insofar as general budget totals and results are concerned in that it 
is, in tina1 effect, the same as an expenditure from the general fund. Amounts shown 
taken from p.12, S. Rept. 367. "New authority to obligate the Government" carried 
in tbe law, ond re11uested, .is $11,560,000,000 for the interstate program over the period 
through 1972; but itis against the .highway "trust" fund, not the ·general fund. Not 
shown here are the executive proposals (1) ·1x> increase new obligating authority for the 
A-13-C program; (2) to shlft financing .of iore<:~t .and. public land ID,ghways from the 
general fund to tbe"b:ust"fund; and (3) torediv.ert'liWiationg.as tax revenues .from the 
'' ttust" fund to the general fund. They are not shown because -action was postponed 
to~ !liter time • 

.211 Enacted 8Dd Senate bills for a calendar years 1962-M. Full executive request was 
5 yearn 1962-66. House was for 3 years 1962-:64 witb no limit, but in order to avoid 
gross distorti<>n of ,tot:a1s and oomparisons, $!,500,000,000 1s arbitrarily inserted. 

21 Full 1lXCCUti.ve request was for 3 ealendv YJlat:S 1962-'66. Senate, H~use, .and 
enac;ted bTils are for 3 calendar years 1962-64. 
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The totals are incomplete because 
some bills are not yet reported and oth
ers are pending ftoor or conference con
sideration. That is so especially true 
as to the back-door bills that no grand 
totals are shown except for the executive 
branch requests. And as noted, even 
that total understates the situation by 
an amount not now authoritatively as
certainable. That is but one of the rep
rehensible features of the ever-growing 
back-door practice. They are so certain 
as to directing additional expenditures 
but sometimes equally uncertain as to 
the precise amounts. 

This back -door table comes to the 
astounding total of $28,670 million. 
That is too low, because as noted, no 
precise amounts are available for one 
or two of the bills. And the so-called 
highway trust fund, no longer financed 
within the general budget, is not in
cluded; the highway bill this session in
creased the interstate contract author
ity by $11,560 million over the next 11 
years. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike out the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not in the confi
dence of the leadership of the House
and that is not funny. But there is a 
rumor around here that we are going to 
rise before we vote on this amendment 
in the hopes that there may be a change 
of heart before morning. 

I just want to express the hope that 
this Committee will be ready to vote on 
this. The House is ready to vote on it. 
I merely rise to express the hope that 
this Committee will refuse to rise until 
we get a vote on this proposition. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I can of course appre
ciate the value of the strategy of trying 
to get a vote when you think you are 
ahead. None of us, I am sure, who are 
opposed to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California, would 
not recognize that. Yet I cannot help 
but say to those who want to vote im
mediately that I wonder if they have 
considered not just the local, short
range effect of what we are about to do 
but what effect it will have on the rest 
of the world when it is published tomor
row morning. How will it be hailed all 
around the rest of the world? 

I think some of you who were here 
yesterday will remember that I reminded 
the Members of this House that Mr. 
Castro's brother at the meeting in 
Uruguay predicted that we would do 
exactly what my very good friend from 
California wants us to do at this very 
time. He predicted that we would make, 
and be unable to make more than, a 1-
year commitment, and that is exactly 
what this amendment would have us do 
tonight. 

On the other hand, does it seem un
reasonable to consider the amendment 
offered by the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs? I 
think it is important that we try to re
view for a minute what the differences 
are between the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
MoRGAN] and the amendment offered by 

the gentleman from California [Mr. 
SAUNDL The differences, of course, are 
that Mr. SAUND would limit the power 
of the President to enter into any agree
ments beyond a total of $1,200 million, 
and limit the commitment to that agreed 
upon in fiscal 1962-63 even though the 
money could be spent until exhausted. 

Yes, the President could plan. He 
could plan all he wanted to plan. But 
what would be the use of his talking to 
any representative of any natl.on know
ing that he was limited to that $1,200 
million for 1 year? It would completely 
stultify his effort. 

I cannot help but believe that the 
compromise offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MoRGAN], which 
cuts down the total amount of appro
priation and reduces it to 3 years and 
brings it back within the cognizance of 
this House and the other body so that 
no loan may be made within 30 days 
until the responsible committees of this 
House have a chance to act and express 
their will, is clearly more in the national 
interest. And that does not play into the 
hands of our Communist friends. Cer
tainly in these days, while we may debate 
whether or not we should hold onto these 
reins, to this responsibility, I think we 
have also to think of the needs of the 
situation as we face it, not as partisans, 
not as Republicans or Democrats, but 
as Americans who are playing with the 
very life of our own country. 

I would say to my friends, if there is 
any other Member of the House who has 
anything he feels he should contribute, 
I am willing to stay to any hour to listen 
to him, as I have to this whole debate, 
for certainly there should be no hurry 
or any question of trying to steamroller, 
to give or prevent anybody from giving 
his view on what probably is one of the 
most momentous decisions that will be 
made in our time. 

Mr. DERWIN SKI. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. If the gentleman 
will pardon a personal remark, he re
ferred to the effect our act in supporting 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from California [Mr. SAUND] might 
have throughout the world. If we judge 
all of our acts by the effect they might 
have on world opinion, many things we 
do in this Congress, many things we have 
done in the past month, then perhaps the 
effect on the opinion of the world when 
they observe the actions of any Member 
of Congress in attempting to credit or 
discredit a committee of Congress should 
also be taken into account. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. If the gentleman 
wants to bring in extraneous issues, of 
course he has that right. But I repeat, 
the program has not been too well run 
even though all these years we have 
had single-year appropriations. The 
Morgan amendment gives the new ad
ministration a chance to prove itself. I 
believe most Americans would like to see 
it have the opportunity. I hope you will 
think it over and support the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MoRGAN]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair rec
ognizes the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. PUCINSKI]. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
know the hour is late. I should like to 
call the attention of my colleagues to a 
saying that Emerson once wrote, "Whoso 
would be a man must be a nonconform
ist." I remind you of this saying to il
lustrate the high regard and deep respect 
I have for the gentleman from California 
for offering his amendment today. I 
also have the highest respect for all 
of those who have spoken both in sup
port and in opposition to this substitute 
amendment. The one thing that dis
tinguishes us as Americans and as Mem
bers of this body legislative from most 
other social orders in the world is the 
fact that we have the right to be differ
ent; that we have the right to disagree; 
we have the right to express our own 
opinions. I say the debate here has de
monstrated there is a variance of opinion 
on this program in this body. How
ever, while I do not question at all the 
sincerity of those who would u1·ge the 
adoption of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
SAUND], I should like to submit for your 
consideration the fact that, in my hum
ble opinion, they are, indeed, in the right 
church but the wrong pew. I submit 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from California [Mr. SAUND] would 
serve to perpetuate the long litany of 
criticisms and wrongs that have been 
described in this entire foreign aid pro
gram during the last 10 hours of gen
eral debate. I do not quarrel with the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. JoNEs] 
on his appraisal of this program or his 
views. I would not quarrel with a single 
Member of this body who has stood in 
this well and criticized various aspects 
of this program. That is why President 
Kennedy has tried to present to the 
country and to this body a new approach. 
Cert-ainly, one of the great problems and 
one of the great shortcomings of this 
program over the last 15 years has been 
that it has not provided for any long
term planning. The Kennedy admin
istration h-as come forth with a proposal 
which would bring about order and effi
ciency, and would reduce to a minimum 
those aspects of the foreign aid program 
which up to now have been the cause for 
a great deal of criticism and have been 
denounced on both sides. President 
Kennedy has made a sincere effort to 
place before the American people a new 
approach to a program which all of you 
know could not be totally abandoned at 
this critical time. We need only to ask 
ourselves one question-If we were to 
abandon this foreign aid program in its 
entirety today, what would we put in its 
place? What would fill the vacuum that 
would be left? A vacuum, incidentally, 
which the Communists would im
mediately exploit. 

We have in this House earlier today 
demonstrated that we, as responsible 
Members of the Congress, can rewrite 
this legislation and can improve it. I 
congratulate the committee for previous
ly accepting the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GaossJ. 
I think it is a good amendment. I think 
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it will tighten up this program. I am 
sure that as we go along, there will be 
other amendments. The gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. HALLECK] said that if 
the Saund amendment is defeated, he 
would support a multiyear authorization 
but single year appropriation provision. 
Gertainly, the Halleck suggestion would 
be vastly better than the proposal made 
in this substitute amendment we are now 
discussing. This substitute amendment 
will leave us right where we have been 
for the last 15 years. Those of you who 
have criticized the foreign aid program 
should join in defeating the Saund 
amendment so that the administration 
can have an opportunity to try to im
prove the program. Let us give the for
eign aid program a new look and see if 
we can help make it work. 

If you accept the Saund substitute 
amendment, we will be standing in this 
Congress next year again denouncing the 
foreign aid program. We will be de
nouncing the program next year because 
we will have today voted to perpetuate 
a system that has proved inoperative 
over the last 15 years, if this substitute 
amendment is adopted. I hope the g.en
tleman's substitute amendment is de
feated. I hope we will then proceed to 
write this bill and amend it, if you will 
as reasonable men and women, but I hope 
you will amend it in such a way that the 
bill will serve the best interests of the 
country and of the free world. 

Let us demonstrate to the entire world, 
irtcluding those nations behind the Iron 
Curtain, that we Americans can put par
tisan politics aside when it comes to mat
ters involving the survival of freedom. 
President Kennedy has offered this Con
gress a bold and imaginative program to 
improve operation of the foreign aid 
program. The amendment offered by 
the chairman of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, Dr. MoRGAN, guarantees to 
both Houses of Congress the right to con
stantly review the program, so that talk 
of Congress surrendering its prerogatives 
to the Executive is without foundation. 
I think President Kennedy should be 
given an opportunity to put his new ap
proach to a test and for this reason I 
strongly urge we rej.ect the Saund sub
stitute and adopt the Morgan amend
ment. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
House will be patient, there are probably 
three more speakers on this amendment. 
I ask unanimous consent that all debate 
on this amendment end at 10 minutes 
to 6. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, is that with 
the understanding that at 10 minutes to 
6 there will be a vote? 

Mr. MORGAN. No. 
Mr. COLLIER. Then I object. 
(By unanimous consent the pro forma 

amendments were withdrawn.) 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, during my remarks 

yesterday I called attention to the situa
tion that exists throughout the world, 
of the barbed wire separating the people 
of East Berlin from those of West Berlin, 
of Soviet tanks and divisions moving 

in-we know what that might result in
and of inflammatory conditions. 

This bill is being considered in such an 
atmosphere and at such a time, and with 
other conditions existing throughout the 
world certainly not favorable to our 
country. 

I said yesterday that President Ken
nedy inherited the worst situation 
throughout the world that any President 
ever inherited in the history of our coun
try. You Republicans do not like that, 
do you? Yet it is the truth. 

In an effort to arrive at a likely com
promise, because reasonable compromise 
is progress, an amendment has been 
offered by the distinguished gentleman 
from Pennsylvania for 3 years direct 
Treasury financing on development 
loans. That amendment is a reasonable 
one, a just one, and a fair one; it is an 
amendment on which different Mem
bers can harmonize their views. It is 
offered in sincerity and will be supported 
if adopted. 

My friend from California-and we 
have treated him very kindly-offered 
an amendment not even as liberal as 
the Republican proposal. His is a 1-
year proposition. The Republicans of
fered one proposal for 4 years and one 
proposal for 5 years. So my friend from 
California is simply not willing to go as 
far as the Republicans, and yet theRe
publicans are supporting him. 

I said yesterday that bipartisanship is 
not evidenced by words alone, but by 
actions too. The rollcall will show 
where the action is. The rollcall when 
broken down will show whether bi
partisanship consists of words only or is 
supported by bipartisan action. 

The President as the Chief Executive 
of our country is the sole repository in 
the field of foreign affairs. God alone 
knows he has serious problems weighing 
upon his mind. We all have serious 
problems weighing upon our minds and 
in this body we have our individual re
sponsibility and our responsibility as 
Members of the Congress of the United 
States. 

The problems weighing upon the mind 
of the President of the United States are 
so grave, so tremendous, that it takes 
only a man of great courage to be able 
to sustain them. President Kennedy has 
evidenced the courage necessary in his 
great office, as well as the ability; and, 
as the Chief Executive of our country, 
he asks for a 5-year program in order to 
meet the advantage that the Soviet Un
ion has over us in the same field of what 
might be termed and what we term de
velopment loans. 

In an effort to harmonize and main
tain the bipartisan relationship that we 
gave during 8 years to former President 
Eisenhower-no one can deny that, we 
Democrats did it-we have offered this 
3-year amendment in the hope that 
Members can harmonize their feelings 
in order to maintain bipartisan action. 

The amendment offered by my friend 
from California does not even represent 
one step forward. ·n is nothing but ordi
nary legislation and is not even as 
strong as the offer made from the Re-
publican side. · 

I hope his amendment will be de
feated, and the Morgan amendment 
ado_gted. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, it has been indicated 
that we were going to move that the 
Committee rise before a vote on this 
matter. Let me say that the chairman 
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs is 
willing to put this to a vote tonight. 

Somebody said during the debate a 
little while ago that Henry Cabot Lodge, 
the vice-presidential candidate of the 
Republican Party, came out yesterday 
for President Kennedy's long-range pro
gram. I am sure everyone in this Hall 
has read the recent articles by the Re
publican presidential candidate, Rich
ard M. Nixon. I am sure all of those 
on the other side have read those ar
ticles and know that he also came out 
for the long-range program with long
range authorization even though subject 
to annual appropriation. 

If you are going to vote your con
science today, I am going to ask you to 
vote down the Saund amendment. I 
challenge you to offer your own substi
tute proposal. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the substitute amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
SAUND] to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
MORGAN]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, on 
that I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered; and the Chair
man appointed as tellers, Mr. MORGAN 
and Mr. SAUND. 

The Committee divided and the tellers 
reported that there were--ayes 197, noes 
185. 

So the substitute amendment was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment, as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker having resumed the 
chair, Mr. MILLS, Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill <H.R. 8400) to promote the for
eign policy, security, and general wel
fare of the United States by assisting 
peoples of the world in their efforts to
ward economic and social development 
and internal and external security, and 
for other purposes, had come to no 
resolution thereon. 

H.R. 8400 
Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, in his 
remarks yesterday, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ALGER] quoted the following 
excerpt from my separate views iA the 
Report of the House Committee on For
eign Affairs on H.R. 8400: 

No one who has listened to the evidence 
of negligence, misfeasance, and actual-crim
inality in Laos, in Cambodia, and in Peru, 
can escape the conclusion that in too many 
instances the people administering our aid 
programs have been unequal to their respon
sibilities and, what is more important, that 
those officials in the middle ranks of admin
istration who are the real managers of the 
program have shrunk from making the per
sonnel changes which are essential to proper 
administration. 

These comments are taken out of con
text and represent a distorted view of 
my position. In order fully to convey 
my views, I append herewith a further 
excerpt from my statement which clari
fies my position by expressing a hope 
that the new administration will take 
the steps necessary to bring about the 
administrative reforms that are required 
for the effective functioning of the mu
tual security program: 

I have been impressed by the expressed 
intent of President Kennedy, Secretary Rusk, 
and Mr. Labouisse to initiate reforms, to 
recruit competent administrators, and to 
follow closely the administration of the pro
gram. I am hopeful that the new admin
istration will follow through with its ex
pressed promises. Of particular interest to 
me is the proposal of President Kennedy 
to recruit competent managerial talent from 
private industry for a set period of govern
mental service. In view of this promise and 
the perilous nature of the times in which 
we live, the House may be willlng to make 
the changes which H.R. 8400 effects in our 
existing law. 

If, however, we do not have improved ad
ministration, closer supervision, and better 
recruitment in the personnel administering 
our aid program, the alternative will be in
creased ineffectiveness and greater and more 
widespread scandals than any we have 
hitherto seen. 

BETTER MUTUAL UNDERSTANDING 
THROUGH EDUCATION AND CUL
TURAL EXCHANGES 
Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HAYS. I have introduced a clean 

bill, H.R. 8666, to provide for the im
provement and strengthening of the in
ternational relations of the United 
States by promoting better mutual un
derstanding among the peoples of the 
world through educational and cultural 
exchanges. This bill was reported 
unanimously to the full Foreign Affairs 
Committee by the Subcommittee on State 
Department Organization and Foreign 
Operations. 

The members of the Subcommittee on 
State Department Organization and For
eign Operations of the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs join me in the sponsor
ship of this bill. They are: Hon. EDNA 
F. KELLY, Democrat, of New York; Hon. 
CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI, Democrat, of Wis-

consin; Hon. LEONARD FARBSTEIN, Demo
crat, of New York; Hon. D. S. SAUND, 
Democrat, of California; Hon. JoHN 
MoNAGAN, Democrat, of Connecticut; 
Hon. FRANCES P. BOLTON, Republican, Of 
Ohio; Hon. E. Ross ADAIR, Republican, 
of Indiana; Hon. HORACE SEELY-BROWN, 
Jr., Republican, of Connecticut. 

Hon. HARRIS B. McDOWELL, Jr., Demo
crat, of Delaware, a member of the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs, also supports 
this measure. Mr. McDoWELL had origi
nally introduced a companion bill to the 
one upon which the subcommittee held 
hearings. 

Our hearings on the original bill, 1-I.R. 
5203, were extensive. In addition to 
witnesses from the executive branch we 
heard representatives from the educa
tional and cultural fields. Many who 
could not appear submitted statements 
endorsing the bill and some of them of
fered suggestions for improving it. 

When the hearings started, I stated 
that this bill was not a cure-all for the 
deficiencies in our various exchange pro
grams. Its purpose was to bring some 
degree of focus and direction to the mul
tiple approaches of the exchange pro
grams. It deals with programs ad
ministered principally by the State 
Department under the authority of sev
eral different laws. It leaves untouched 
similar programs operated by ICA and 
other Government agencies. During ex
ecutive consideration of the bill, the sub
committee examined each provision, 
deleted some, modified others, and added 
some new language. The final product 
in our judgment is a strengthened meas
ure. After it has had an opportunity to 
operate, my subcommittee will study 
what further legislative action may be 
necessary to carry out the objectives. 
The proposals contained in this bill are 
a necessary first step toward improve
ment in a vital area of our international 
affairs. 

stituted in March of 1959 by Presidential 
proclamation because the President 
found, on the basis of reports from the 
Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization 
and a special Cabinet committee, that 
imports of residual oil were coming into 
this country at such a rate as to threaten 
to impair the national security. In other 
words, Mr. Speaker, there was an official 
finding by the Government, at the very 
highest level, that if imports were not 
held in check the capacity of the Nation 
to defend itself in time of peril, such as 
we are facing today, could be seriously 
impaired. 

It seems to me that a determination 
such as this, involving the national se
curity and emanating from the White 
House, cannot be ignored or taken lightly. 
It is a serious matter. Yet, there are 
groups in this country which are de
manding that all controls be lifted imme
diately and that unlimited imports of 
oil be permitted. This would be a highly 
dangerous course to follow, Mr. Speaker, 
and one the entire Nation could live to 
regret. This is not the time to take any 
action to weaken our security posture. 

In time of crisis, the Nation will have 
to depend upon domestic supplies of fuel 
to meet emergency needs, just as it al
ways has. We cannot, with any degree 
of safety, base our mobilization plans 
upon the assumption that unlimited sup
plies of foreign oil would be available in 
times of emergency. We know from the 
bitter experience of World War II that 
shipments of oil by oceangoing tanker 
are highly vulnerable to submarine at
tack. And in any future military action, 
we know the Russians will have more and 
better submarines than the Germans had 
at the beginning of the last war, and 
therefore, will be in a much stronger po
sition than were the Germans to disrupt 
our shipping. 

The only reasonable and safe course 
which those charged with protecting the 
Nation's security can follow is to see to 

RESIDUAL FUEL OIL IMPORT it that there will be ample fuel available 
in this country-where it can be trans-

CONTROL PROGRAM ported to points where it is needed with-
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under out exposing it to attack by enemy 

previous order of the House, the gentle- action. To assume that the Russian sub
man from Virginia [Mr. JENNINGS] is marine force would not be a serious men
recognized for 1 hour. ace, and that foreign oil could continue 

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Speaker, I re- to be imported in amounts sufficient to 
quested this special order today to dis- meet the greatly expanded emergency 
cuss the residual fuel oil import control needs of the Nation, would be an open 
program. It is highly appropriate, I be- invitation to national disaster. There
lieve, for the House to focus attention sidual fuel oil import control program is 
upon this program at a time when the a part of wise mobilization planning. 
entire Nation is concerned with our secu- Unlimited imports of residual fuel oil 
rity. We all know that trying days are would play havoc with the domestic fuels 
ahead. We have been put on notice by industries. It is highly significant, Mr. 
Premier Khrushchev that a major test Speaker, that domestic oil producers, and 
of strength could occur over Berlin this their organizations, favor stringent con
fall. Even if the Berlin crisis is resolved trois on residual oil, along with crude 
without resort to force, as we all hope, oil. The chief spokesman for removal of 
there will remain many serious problems controls among the oil people are the 
in all parts of the world which threaten international oil companies. They are 
the peace. the ones who produce the residual oil in 

Therefore, we have no alternative foreign countries and they are the ones 
other than to see that our military posi- who are leading the fight for having con
tion remains unassailable and that the trois taken off so they will have an un
national security be strengthened wher- limited market for a cheap, foreign pro-
ever possible. duced product. 

It is my conviction that the residual oil I represent a major coal producing dis-
import control program is essential to trict. I have seen firsthand what 1m
national security. The program was in- · ported residual fuel oil can do to coal 
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markets on the east coast. It is taking 
over coal markets. If it should become 
available in unlimited amounts and at 
cut-rate prices, we face the very distinct 
danger that the entire coal market-as 
much as 135 million tons a year in the 
east coast-will be lost completely to 
foreign residual oil. 

The loss of a market of this size would 
have a devastating effect on the coal in
dustry. Production would have to be cut 
back even further than it is today. 
There is serious doubt that many com
panies, denied this large and important 
east coast market, could continue to op
erate. 

The Nation faces the sobering fact, 
Mr. Speaker, that if coal production is 
depressed any further, it is extremely 
doubtful that it could possibly expand 
production significantly or rapidly 
enough to meet emergency needs of the 
Nation. We must remember that it will 
fall to the coal industry not only to meet 
any such expanded emergency needs but 
also to fill up the considerable fuels gap 
which would be caused by the cutting off 
of foreign oil shipments. 

This is a sizable order. In World Wars 
I and II the coal industry was able to step 
up production by as much as 200 million 
tons in a comparatively short time. But 
remember this fact: Today we have a 
depressed coal industry. Coal mines 
could not be maintained indefinitely on 
a standby basis even if the operating 
companies could afford the tremendous 
expense involved. The only way the Na
tion can possibly insure that the coal 
producing capacity will be available when 
needed is to see to it that a market for 
coal is maintained during peacetime. 

The President's special Cabinet com
mittee, which made a detailed study of 
the problem and its effect upon national 
security, recognized that unreasonable 
imports of residual fuel oil adversely af
fect the coal industry's ability to main
tain production at safe levels. This com
mittee said the coal industry must, and 
I quote, maintain a level of operation 
which will make possible expansion of 
output, end quote. That is why they 
recommended, and the President insti
tuted, controls over residual fuel oil im
ports. 

The oil import controls program is a 
national security measure, Mr. Speaker. 
There is no question about this. An ade
quate supply of fuel is one of the Na
tion's most pressing wartime needs. The 
fuel must be immediately available. We 
cannot gamble on foreign oil getting 
through a submarine blockade in suf
ficient amounts to keep our defense 
plants operating at maximum levels. 
We cannot afford to have our vital de
fense industries mark time, once the for
eign oil supplies are cut off, while we 
spend a lot of money and a lot of precious 
time, getting the neglected coal industry 
back into shape to operate at maximum 
productive capacity to meet the Nation's 
needs. 

A large segment of the vital east coast 
industrial complex, which accounts for 
about 40 percent of the Nation's eco
nomic activity, is already dangerously 
dependent upon foreign oil. We would 
not have to have a full scale military 

emergency for the full impact of this 
dangerous situation to affect the coun
try. A political crisis in Venezuela, or 
in some of the Middle East countries, 
could just as effectively deny this resid
ual oil to the east coast as would a war. 

If controls were to be removed, there 
would be a flood of foreign oil to the 
east coast. There would be extensive 
price cutting as the big international oil 
companies compete against each other 
for a lion's share of the large industrial 
fuels market which they do not now con
trol. All of this would mean that this 
vast east coast complex would become 
even more dependent upon foreign oil 
as a fuel-so dependent, in fact, that any 
interruption in supply would bring about 
immediate shortages. 

An acute fuels shortage along the east 
coast, which under the conditions I have 
described above, could close vital defense 
plants and work a great hardship upon 
less essential consumers of foreign oil, 
would add to the emergency demands 
on the coal industry. 

I submit, Mr. Speaker, that those 
groups and individuals who are demand
ing an immediate end to all controls on 
residual fuel oil, had better pause in 
their campaign and think a little bit 
about the consequences of their proposed 
action. I hope and trust that we will 
never reach the stage in this great Na
tion of ours that our ability to survive 
in time of crisis will be determined by 
outside sources. That is the direction 
in which the opponents of oil import 
controls would be pointing us if we get 
rid of controls. Our ability to produce 
the sinews of war, to remain industrially 
strong over a long period and to provide 
the massive amounts of material which 
a modern war demands would, if these 
opponents of controls prevail, be decided 
by how much foreign oil we could import 
into the Nation. They completely dis
regard the devastating effect excessive 
imports could have on our domestic fuels 
industries, particularly coal. 

The opposition to the residual fuel oil 
control program is concentrated in New 
England. The New England council has 
retained the well-known international 
public relations firm of Hill & Knowl
ton to spearhead the campaign to bring 
about the end of controls. 

Personally, I believe the New Eng
land council and the good people of New 
England have been taken in by the inter
national oil companies, aided and abet
ted by those few traffickers in residual 
oil who have seized the opportunity to 
make a few extra cents a barrel from 
their customers while placing the blame 
on a convenient whipping boy-the im
port control program. The people of 
New England are being told constantly 
that the residual fuel oil control pro
gram is costing them millions of dollars 
each year. The national security aspects 
of the program are glossed over with a 
simple statement that controls and na
tional security are not related in any 
way whatsoever. No authority is offered 
for this statement, which runs counter 
to official U.S. policy. We are asked to 
take the word of some press agent for 
this. 

Those groups and individuals in New 
England who are determined to bring 

about an end to import controls contend 
that without controls they could buy 
residual oil a great deal cheaper. 

This is a lot of poppycock. I chal
lenge anyone from New England to show 
me that the import controls program 
has been responsible for higher fuel costs 
to New England. I would like to remind 
them that the posted price for cargo or 
tanker lots of residual fuel oil in Boston 
is today the same as it was in March of 
1959-just prior to the imposition of 
controls. The cargo price is the mean
ingful price, Mr. Speaker. If import 
controls had created shortages, as has 
been alleged, this fact would be reflected 
in a higher cargo price. But the posted 
cargo price today is $2.26 a barrel-the 
same as it was in March of 1959. And 
for 7 months during the control period, 
the posted cargo price was even lower 
than $2.26. These prices are a matter of 
record. They cannot be challenged. 

If there have been price increases in 
New England, they have been in prices 
for smaller lots, and these prices were 
fixed after the oil reached this country. 
These price increases would reflect in
creases in labor, transportation, or per
haps a greater profit for the importers 
and distributors. 

I mention these facts because the al
leged increase in fuels costs for New 
England constitute the only arguments 
the big oil companies have been able to 
come up with for the lifting of controls. 

I do not believe the residual import 
control program has penalized New 
England. But even if it has added $10 
million to the fuels costs of the region, 
as the. New England council claims, but 
which it certainly has not, as I have just 
pointed out, could not this be considered 
the price one area of the Nation must 
pay toward greater national security? 
Are we to concern ourselves with secu
rity only if it does not cost us anything 
or if it is painless? 

Our New England friends devote a lot 
of their propaganda to make it appear 
that import controls involve a fight be
tween New England and the coal indus
try. This is not a regional matter, Mr. 
Speaker, the Appalachian coalfields 
against New England. The reasons for 
controls are far more basic and serious 
than mere jockeying for economic ad
vantage among regions. The national 
security is involved. 

Residual fuel oil controls are essential 
to national security. The President and 
his top level advisers have so found. It 
would be highly dangerous for controls 
to be removed. 

The Director of the Office of Civil and 
Defense Mobilization is currently en
gaged in a review of the residual fuel oil 
import control program. In view of the 
worsening international situation and 
the compelling need for this country to 
strengthen its security forces, it is in
conceivable that he would make any 
recommendations to increase quotas at 
this time. If anything, we feel findings 
will necessitate lowering the quotas. Im
port controls on residual oil are more 
important now than they have ever been 
before. The world is in ferment. We 
cannot assume that foreign sources of 
oil will always be available to us. There
fore, controls cannot be removed at this 
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time and permit such an influx of for- I would like to cite the following facts controls on imports o! both crude and 
eign oil that the ability of the domestic to support my statement: residual oil. 
fuels industries will be so undermined The number of domestic oil rigs active Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
that they cannot meet the national se- in 1960 was at a 14-year low. gentleman yield? 
curity responsibility assigned to it by Total wells drilled in 1960 were at an Mr. JENNINGS . . I yield to the gentle-
the President and his top-level advisers. 8-year low. man from . West Virginia. 
Import controls on residual fuel oil must U.S. crude oil reserves actually de- Mr. HECHLERr Mr. Speaker, I corn-
be retained in the interests of national clined in 1960. mend the gentleman from Virginia for 
security and the Nation's welfare. Mr. Speaker, I submit that this situa- his cogent comments on the effects of 

The effect that residual oil imports tion is placing our country in a vulner- imports of residual oil on our national 
have had, even under controls, is easily able position, and that it is injurious to security. 
seen by looking at the unemployment our national security. Mr. Speaker, recently the Oil Daily, 
figures from my own district. In the When one of the major sources of · the authoritative publication of the oil 
4 major labor market areas in which energy in this country, domestic oil, is industry, carried an article which is 
my 12 counties are located, there are being penalized so heavily so that the few highly pertinent to the discussion this 
presently more than 17,750 unemployed, international oil c0mpanies can profit afternoon. The article dated July 12, 
many of them coal miners or workers in by bringing in excessive quantities of 1961, makes it clear that the demand for 
coal-related industries. If residual oil foreign oil, it is time that we take a petroleum products, and particularly jet 
controls were completely removed, there closer look at our policies and regula- fuel, would in an emergency be much 
would be even larger numbers of unem- tions. It is time, Mr. Speaker, that we greater than anything this Nation has 
ployed. decide whether it is more important that ever experienced before. We could be 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman these few companies gain an additional sorely pressed to produce from domestic 
from Kentucky [Mr. PERKINS]. profit, or that our domestic fuels indus- . sources the petroleum products a war 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I wish · tries remain healthy and in a position emergency would demand. . 
to compliment my colleague and neigh- to supply us in time of an emergency Some opponents of the residual fuel oil 
bor, the gentleman from Virginia, on his that is all too apt to arise. · control program have argued that in 
vigorous stand here today to continue Mr. Speaker, the volume of both crude . the event of an emergency, and the shut
controls on residual oil and urging that and residual oil imported into this coun- ting off of foreign oil supplies, domestic 
they be strengthened. I am delighted try has increased sharply every year, refineries could meet the needs of con
to have the opportunity to join with the even under the present mandatory con- sumers of residual oil by increasing their 
gentleman from Virginia and others in . trol program. refinei·y runs of residual. 
the House to urge that controls on the It is impossible to separate these two The Oil Daily article contradicts this 
importation of residual fuel oil be con- products since a portion of the crude oil theory. The trend of oil refining during 
tinued. I am disturbed over the possi- imported obviously ends up as residual an emergency woi.tld have to be away 
bility that controls might be removed. oil, and the residual oil imported from from residual and toward higher quality 
If there was ever a time in the history Venezuela contains a high percent of products. Any industry which converts 
of this country that we need controls, distillate products. to residual oil from coal iii the belief 
that time is now. Someone somewhere If controls were completely removed that its emergency demands could be met 
along the line should be thi~ing about from residual oil imports, experts inform by domestic refineries could be in for a 
the general welfare of the coal industry me that it would be an impossible job sad disappointment. 
and the coal miners. It seems that the for the Government to police the indus- There is only one source of additional 
opponents of controls make the state- try and prevent large portions of the · fuel during an emergency, Mr. Chair
ment that controls are not related in any 1·esidual oil from being refined in domes- man, and that is the domestic coal in
way to national security. What would tic refineries, causing further damage to dustry. The coal industry is essential to 
be our predicament if we become in- the domestic industry. national security and it must be pre
valved in another military emergency In my own State, Mr. Speaker, we have served. The best way of preserving and 
and supplies of foreign oil are cut off? a great many wells producing low gravity strengthening the coal industry is by 
Perhaps the Office of Civil and Defense crude which is suitable primarily for retaining controls on residual fuel oil. 
Mobilization should give further consid- residual fuel and asphalt products. In I wish to include the ·article from the 
eration to this problem. This Office fact, a spot check of more than 7,000 · Oil Daily at this point in my remarks: 
should also take into consideration that fields in Texas showed that approxi- DEFENsE OFFiciALs EYING OIL SITUATioN; 
under present quotas-and the quotas mately one-fourth of them were in this REACTIVATE MILITARY PETRoLEuM ADvxsoRY 
today are higher than they were a .year category. BoARD 
ago--we find a market for only 155 mil- Mr. Speaker, Texas crude supplies a 
lion tons of domestic coal produced in . significant proportion of the Nation's · 
the first 5 months of this year compared · residual supply, and in 1960 Texas 
to 182 million tons in a similar period for refineries yielded a total of 58.6 million 
1960. Again, I wish to compliment the barrels of residual fuel. At the same 
gentleman from Virginia. time, under the liberal residual import . 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, restrictions now in effect, the import of 
will the gentleman yield? residual oil into our own district 3 

Mr. JENNINGS. I yield to the gen- jumped from 3 million barrels in 1959 to 
tleman from Texas. more than 14 million barrels in 1960. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, If controls were completely removed 
I compliment the gentleman from Vir- from residual oil imports, it would wipe 
ginia for calling the attention of the out the market for domestic residual 
House of Representatives and the at- since we cannot compete, from a price 
tention of the Nation to one of the most standpoint, with the cheap foreign 
vital problems of the day, especially in product. 
view of the emergency that we face and Mr. Speaker, in a time of emergency, 
in view of the tensions that exist today. Texas, as well as the other great oil 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is pertinent producing States, would be called on to 
to the discussion at hand to point out supply all of the oil needs of this Nation. 
that the exploration for oil in the United We cannot afford, in the interests of our 
States has decreased sharply in recent national security, to continue along a 
years and is at a dangerous level. This course that will eventually wreck this 
is further proof that we are becoming vital segment of an essential industry. 
increasingly, and precariously, depend- The only sensible action the Govern
ent on foreign supplies of fuel to run ment can take at this time, Mr. Speaker, 
our giant industries. is to continue, and to strengthen, the 

(By Jim Collins) 
WAsmNGTON, July 12.-Top otllcials of the 

Defense and Interior Departments are now 
engaged in efforts to reactivate the Mllltary 
Petroleum Advisory Board, stirred to action 
by an impending showdown with the Rus
sians over Berlin, the Oil Dally learned 
today. 

Interior Secretary Udall and Defense Sec
retary McNamara are "now getting together 
on the oil problems," one otllcial said. 

The issue will probably wind up at the 
White House for decision in view of dis
satisfaction by some members of the former 
MPAB-which was disbanded 5 years ago 
because of refusal of the Department of 
Justice to give positive clearance for 
MPAB's joint forward estimating operations 
on oll activities on a worldwide basis. 

The issue may have to be resolved by 
President Kennedy, personally, it is believed. 
Expectations are that the matter may be 
taken up at a Cabinet meeting, or among 
top officials of the three or four interested 
agencies, including the Department of Jus
tice, in the next few weeks. 

Meanwhile, announcement by Deputy De
fense Secretary Gilpatric that the Govern
ment is now considering calling up military 
reserve units in the impending Berlin crisis 
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created ripples of apprehension all ti:e way 
through military supply system, including 
the problem of oll products. 

As tension increases, it was believed that 
one of the first steps taken may be to step 
up the alert operations of the Strategic Aq 
Command, with its fleets of B-52 jet bomb
ers, capable of high-speed deliverab111ty of 
nuclear weapons in case of any emergency. 

These planes, capable of burning half a 
tank car load of jet fuel in an hour, would 
impose a substantial requirement on re
finers--if any large number is kept in the 
air at one time. 

A dfy run of a SAC full alert, at selected 
bases several years ago resulted in estimates 
of $1 billion a year needed, additional, to 
maintain the jet bombers in the air, on a 
revolving around the clock. 

The fuel demands would be fantastic in 
such a situation, informed officials said. 
Results of the tests were kept secret, but at 
that time there was doubt that transporta
tion lines-by rail and pipeline--would be 
adequate. 

Ab111ty of refiners to meet such a 'Pre
paredness move is not seriously questioned
but requirements out of tbe. middle of the 
barrel are groWing fast and milttary officials 
are concerned about the situation in an 
emergency, down the road. 

With trucks, railroads, home heating, com
mercial and m111tary planes, and other dis
tillate-diesel demands increasing, one top 
military official told the Oil Daily that "we 
may have to discuss .with the industry in
stallation of convertible equipment that can 
reverse the gasoline stream and turn out 
more middle distillates." 

This official acknowledged that installa
tion of equipment to do this would be "very 
expensive," running up to $15 mlllion or 
more per refinery installation, but the situa
tion is serious enough to require prelimi
nary study within the Defense Department. 

During the Korean war, it was pointed 
out, the milltary won congressional approval 
for an $80 million program to step up alky
late production (high'-grade component of 
top aviation gasoline, and valuable during 
the past few years for motor gasoline 
quality), but that only about $1.7 million 
net had actually been spent during the past 
decade by the Defense Department on the 
program. · 

There were indications that some kind of 
program might be needed on: the middle of 
the barrel, to improve refinery fiexibil1ty. 

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks and include an article from 
the Oil Daily. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. · Is there 
objection to the J"equest of the gentle
manfrom West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-

tleman yield? _ . 
Mr. JENNINGS. I yield to th~ gen

tleman from Indiana. 
Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, I ·compli

ment the gentleman from Virginia for 
taking this strong stand on this question. 

Mr. Speaker, several of my distin
guished colleagu~s from both sides of 
the aisle have commented lucidly and 
effectively on the damaging effects of 
the vast :flood of foreign residual oil 
which has been flowing into the United 
States in recent years. They have 
clearly defined the damage it has caused 
to our domestic fuels · industries-both 
coal and petroleum-and have made it 
clear that if we fail to halt this destruc
tive attack on the onlY energy sources on 
which we can depend in case of war with 
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Russia .or even under certain political 
emergency situations which interna
tional communism could .precipitate, we 
face nothing less than catastrophe. 
, They have made most eloquent pleas 
for a more forceful and realistic import 
limitation program and have warned 
against the dire consequences of remov
ing import controls completely which, in
credible as it sounds, is actually being 
urged by some. 

With all these statements I am in 
·complete agreement, and I wish the rec
ord to so show. 

But I should like to go a bit further in 
my comments on the very crucial issue. 
I do not feel that we can fully assess 
the tremendously important situation 
without recognition of and comment on 
the violent attacks which have been lev
eled against all restrictions on oil im
ports. We owe it to the people of the 
United States whom we represent in this 
Congress to consider .the nature of these 
attacks; what is behind them and how 
.much, if any, truth they may contain. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not intend these 
words as a specifi(( criticism of the hon
est intention of any group or individual. 
I am sure that many of those who have 
been· so widely quoted in the press in 
recent weeks, including a few of my dis
:tinguished colleagues from New England 
States, have felt they were honestly re~ 
porting facts which were of concern to 
constituents and consumers in their par
.ticular section of the United States. 

However, the consistent repetition of 
.misleading figures, the startling similar
ity in wording of newspaper editorials 
and comments, and the incredibly fan
tastic claims which are being used in an 
effort to convince the public of financial 
costs of residual import limitation make 
it very clear that this well financed 
campaign against the control program is 
a well organized and determined one. 
· Let us look at a few of these claims of 
·consumer cost caused. by import con
trols. Actually, the facts show that 
controls on imports of residual oil have 
·not caused prices to rise at all. 

The posted, or quoted price, as pub
lished by the authoritative Platt's Oil
gram, shows that cargo lot imports of 
.residual can be bought in New York and 
Boston harbors today for exactly the 
·same price that they could have been 
purchased in April of 1959, the month 
when controls were started. And it 
should be pointed out that prices at that 
time were at an abnormally low level 
because for sever~l months prior residual 
fuel had been coming into the east coast 
in tremendous volume and sold for dump 
prices to undercut competition. 

The propagandists who are waging 
:this fight against the control program 
have ignored this fact, however, and 
base their claims to additional consumer 
costs on increased markups of a few 
cents per barrel at the distributor level, 

-increases which cannot be attributed to 
import controls at all. Even using 
prices at these tank car and barge levels, 
however, the facts are that fuel oil costs 
in New England today are considerably 
lower than they were for the average of 

-3 years immediately preceding the con
trol program. 

A comparison of prices as published by 
Platt's shows that, if New England con~ 
sumers had had to pay in 1960 what they 
paid on the average during 1956, 1957. 
and 1958, the 70 million barrels burned 
last year would have cost at least $17 
million more than they actually did. 

Despite these facts, however, those 
fighting to remove controls have claimed 
that the restrictions have cost consumers 
many millions of dollars. The New Eng
land council, a leader in this fight which 
has now retained the international pub
lic relations firm of Hill & Knowlton to 
wage their campaign, has asserted that 
this cost to consumers is $21 million 
annually. Others have claimed damage 
from $10 million on up to the fantastic 
figure of $318 million. There seems to 
be a contest of sorts underway by Boston 
newspapers as to which can make the 
greatest and most exaggerated claim. 
On July 30, a writer in the Boston Globe 
asserted-with no explanation as to how 
he arrived at the figure-that residual 
controls had cost the Nation's consumers 
$167 million. And on the same day, the 
.Boston Herald declared editorially that 
east coast users had in the past year 
made a "forced contribution to the lag
ging soft coal industry of $318.7 million" 
because of the control program. I could 
not quite figure out from the editorial 
.how this fantastic figure was reached, 
and I am quite sure no one else can 
either. Actually, of course, that sum, 
which they claim is the added cost be
cause of controls, is about double the 
entire cost of the 70 million barrels of 
imported residual New England burns 
annually, at present prices. Neverthe
less, the assertion was made, and no 
doubt believed by many unfamiliar with 
the real facts. 

Mr. Speaker, reasonable restrictions on 
residual oil are too important to our 
·national security to be willfully de
stroyed, and such fantastic charges 
leveled in an attempt to destroy them 
are not in the public interest of New 
England, the east coast or the Nation. 

Everyone sympathizes with the de
sires of fuel users to obtain their supplies 
at the lowest possible price, and we can 
understand why they are unhappy that 
importers and distributors of residual 
oil have increased the markup margin 
between the price of residual unloaded 
at ports and the price charged to con
sumers of barge or tank car lots. How
ever, that does not justify the effort to 
kill the entire import control program, 
which is certainly not responsible for 
the greater dealer markups. 

We must face up to the fact that, the 
international situation being what it is 
today, we would be no less than crimi
nally negligent if we did not make cer-

-tain that we have a dependable, secure 
domestic fuel supply to meet any emer
gency. Removal of controls on excessive 
oil imports would seriously impair the 
ability of domestic coal to meet the de
mands which would be placed on it 
almost overnight if the current uneasy 
peace is broken. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENNINGS. I yield to the gentle
man from West Virginia. 
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Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I, too, 

wish to commend the gentleman from 
Virginia for bringing this very important 
subject to the attention of the Congress 
and the attention of the people of the 
country at this time. It is a fight that 
we have been waging for some years and 
I think that now the people of the 
United States realize the importance of 
this threat to our own industries. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the great 
strengths of the United States has al
ways been its natural resources. We 
have, to an extent unknown in most 
nations of the world, been able to exist 
on our own products, on the great 
abundance of resources which God gave 
to us. 

This ability to exist on our own has 
been important not only domestically, 
but in our dealings with the other na
tions of the world. We have never had 
to fear economic sanctions, have never 
had to wonder what would happen if an 
unfriendly nation suddenly shut off a 
source of supply for some critically need
edproduct. 

Mr. Speaker, we are in danger of los
ing that independence through our pres
ent policy of becoming more and more 
dependent on foreign sources for one of 
the most important ingredients of an 
industrialized nation, oil. 

Our Nation could not long exist with
out an adequate supply of coal, gas, and 
oil, yet we seem to be systematically 
headed toward the time when our do
mestic fuels industries will be forced out 
of business because they cannot com
pete with the cheaper foreign products. 

As many of my colleagues have 
pointed out, Mr. Speaker, the domestic 
coal industry has been forced to drasti
cally reduce production and shut down 
many mines because residual oil imports 
have driven it out of its traditional mar
kets in the East; the domestic oil and 
gas producers cannot afford to carry on 
the exploration needed to insure an ade
quate supply of those fuels in the fu
ture, and many wells are being shut-in· 
because of a lack of demand and others 
are operating only a few days a month
only 8 days a month in the great oil
producing State of Texas. 

It takes little imagination, Mr. Speak
er, to see what would happen if this Na
tion were no longer able to supply its 
own fuels -to meet the demands of our 
industries. 

We would become, in effect, a captive 
nation. Someone else would be able to 
tell us what we could, and what we could 
not, do. We would no longer be the 
leader of the free world, but would have 
to sit quietly back and take the dictates 
of others. 

And aside from the international po
litical aspects and danger of such a po
sition, what would happen to us domes
tically? Not only would we have lost the 
billions of dollars in annual revenue we 
now derive from our domestic industries, 
we would have no control over the 
amount of fuel we could receive, or the 
price we would have to pay for it. Free 
competition, and the law of supply and 
demand, would no longer be in play. We 
would be at the control of others, whose 
interests would not necessarily be the 
same as ours. 

This is the danger we are facing, Mr. 
Speaker, and it seems to me it is too high 
a price to pay just so a few international 
oil companies can gain added profits 
from their overseas holdings. There can 
be no question of removing controls on 
residual oil imports, Mr. Speaker. If 
anything, those controls should be 
tightened. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENNINGS. I yield to the gentle
man from Colorado. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I 
commend the gentleman from Virginia 
on bringing this very important matter 
to our attention here today. I have had 
the great pleasure of visiting in the gen
tleman's district in the State of Virginia 
and observing his zeal and industry in 
trying to help the coal mining industry. 
I compliment the gentleman and join 
with him in every effort made to help 
our domestic coal mining industry. 

Mr. Speaker, unemployment is still 
one of the most critical problems facing 
this country. Millions of persons are 
unable to find jobs, and large areas of 
the country have been designated de
pressed areas because of continued and 
persistent unemployment. 

This is a problem that has far-reach
ing consequences, Mr. Speaker, that go 
far beyond the problems of the individ
uals involved, as serious as those are. 

I submit that it is a threat to our na
tional security when vast numbers of 
Americans are unable to find gainful 
employment. One group of workers 
which has been particularly hard hit is 
the coal miners, and a great deal of the 
blame for the depressed condition of 
that vital industry can be laid to the ex
cessive imports of foreign residual oil. I 
agree witQ my distinguished colleagues, 
Mr. Speaker, that it is in the best inter
ests of our national security that con
trols on residual oil impo_rts be main
tained and strengthened. 

Colorado is the second largest coal 
producing State west of the Mississippi. 
I have the honor of representing a dis
trict which has been the largest producer 
of coal in Colorado. We have reserves 
of coal sufficient to run our utilities and 
industries for many years. Yet most of 
our mines are shut down. Several hun
dred coal miners are now unemployed in 
southern Colorado, due to the recent 
closing of one of our large mines. Las 
Animas and Huerfano Counties, in the 
heart of our coal mining area, have been 
designated eligible for assistance under 
the Area Redevelopment Act, and every
thing possible is being done to find em
ployment for these idle miners. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe we should main
tain a strong and healthy domestic coal 
mining industry. We will need these 
mines in case of another national emer
gency. These mines cannot be opened 
and closed at will, but must be kept open 
andrin operation. 

I will continue to do all I can to assist 
our coal mining industry. I am anxious 
to see these unemployed miners back at 
work. I pledge my full support to every 
effort that is made to accomplish this 
objective. 

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENNINGS. I yield to the gen
tleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I join 
with my colleague}; in expressing my 
appreciation to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. JENNINGS] for taking the 
time today to further discuss the ques
tion of import controls on oil. I know 
the gentleman has long been diligent in 
his endeavors in this particular area 
especially as he has devoted himself to 
efforts to protect the coal industry and 
the miners of our country. 

Mr. Speaker, my distinguished col
leagues have brought out many facts 
supporting the need for a continuation 
of controls on residual oil imports, a 
position with which I am in complete 
agreement. However, it seems they 
have overlooked one very important 
part of the picture, the manner in which 
Communist Russia is entering the world 
fuels markets. 

Fuel, whether it be coal, gas, or oil, is 
more than a source of energy in the 
Russian concept. It is also another 
method of waging international eco
nomic warfare. 

There can be no question, Mr. Speaker, 
but that Russia is attempting to cap
ture the world markets for oil. It is a 
planned campaign which, if successful, 
would put the countries of the free 
world at the mercy of the Kremlin. 

There are countless examples to prove 
this point, but I will cite just two at this 
time. Italy, one of the cornerstones of 
our NATO alliance, already is pur
chasing large quantities of oil from Rus
sia, and Brazil has been negotiating 
with Russia for some time and has an
nounced that it will purchase oil from 
whatever source is the cheapest. 

There have also been reports that a 
New York importer has been offering 
Russian residual oil at well below the 
price we pay for the Venezuelan prod
uct. It is a serious question, Mr. 
Speaker, as to how long price-conscious 
consumers will resist this tempting 
offer. 

The Russians know that no nation can 
exist, certainly no nation can wage war, 
without an adequate supply of fuel. If 
they are successful in the campaign to 
make free world countries dependent 
on them for their supply of oil, they 
know that no nation could stand against 
them. · 

They also know that no nation which 
depends on oil which has to be shipped 
for long distances across the ocean 
could receive those supplies in time of 
war. Russian submarines, which are 
far superior to those used by Germany 
during World War II, would soon shut 
off that supply completely. 

There can be only one answer for 
the United States, Mr. Speaker, and that 
is to insure that we have healthy domes
tic fuels industries capable, if necessary, 
of supplying all of our needs. One 
means of guaranteeing that goal is to 
continue, and to strengthen, the cur
rent controls on residual oil imports. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENNINGS. I yield to the gentle
man from Oklahoma. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
emphatically and strongly support my 
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distinguished colleague from Virginia in 
the statements he has made regarding 
the necessity of maintaining import 
controls on residual fuel oil. I think 
many excellent points have been made 
both by the able gentleman from Vir
ginia and by our other colleagues regard
ing the need for the continuation of 
these controls and their bearing upon 
national security and the public interest. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to add one 
additional thought at this time. I think 
it is entirely possible that some of the 
people who are fighting so desperately 
to have these controls removed are 
merely using this as an opening wedge 
in a planned campaign to have import 
controls removed from all oil products, 
if they are able to persuade the Govern
ment that residual controls are not nec
essary. Then, it seems to me, very likely 
they will use the same arguments to 
convince the same people in Government 
that controls on crude oil and other oil 
products are not necessary either. 

Mr. Speaker, in this connection, to 
point to the problem in the domestic in
dustry, I call attention to an article I 
hold in my hand, which appeared in the 
sunday, August 13, Tulsa World, which 
is one of the best informed newspapers 
in the country on the problems of the 
oil and gas industry. 

This points to the fact that leasing in 
the United States last year fell 2 million 
acres, this, in spite of the fact that the 
principal oil- and gas-producing States 
increased from 27 to 33 of the 50 States 
in the Union. 

Mr. Speaker, this is certainly a prob
lem of national proportions and clearly 
it is a problem that affects a very great 
industry in a maJority of the States of 
the Union. 

If it is claimed that the import con
trols on residual oil have created an eco
nomic hardship for consumers on the 
east coast, particularly the New England 
States, the same claim can be made as 
to restrictions on crude oil, which is used 
in far greater volume than residual. 

Whether or not this would be the case, 
Mr. Speaker, it is a fact that large seg
ments of the domestic petroleum indus
try are opposed to the removal of oil im
port controls. 

The Independent Petroleum Associa
tion of America advised the Oil Import 
Administration as follows: 

Imports of residual fuel oil can have an 
adverse effect on the domestic producer of 
crude oil-reasonable limitations on imports 
of residual fuel oil serve the interest of na
tional security. 

The Texas Independent Producers & 
Royalty Owners Association warned the 
Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization 
that "unlimited influx of residual fuel oil 
could seriously impair the economics of 
the entire domestic oil industry and 
could completely destroy that industry 
segment which is currently engaged in 
production of crudes adaptable pri
marily for residual fuel users." 

Mr. Speaker, this body must not per
mit Government policies to put in jeop
ardy the two energy industries and 
sources-coal and domestic petroleum
whose respective productive capacities 

will largely determine the future secu
rity and economic stability of the United 
States. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENNINGS. I yield. 
Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, the 

gentleman from Virginia [Mr. JENNINGS] 
is to be congratulated for his leadership 
in arranging this impressive bipartisan 
demonstration against a trade policy 
that creates and perpetuates chronic un
employment and endangers the national 
security. I am highly encouraged at the 
response to the gentleman's invitation 
to participate. 

It is my hope that another meeting of 
this nature can be arranged before the 
adjournment of this session. I would 
expect the effort to be supported by our 
friends from the many other congres
sional districts which have been exposed 
to the relentless impact of excessive im
ports. I am sure that we can count upon 
our many colleagues from agricultural 
areas whose markets will eventually be 
swallowed up by foreign producers if the 
trend toward free trade is not halted 
and reversed. Representatives from our 
great Northwest can report the urgency 
of protecting fish, lumber, and fruit. 
The upper Middle West will want to 
render an account of the damage in
fiicted upon machine tools, electrical 
appliances, and numerous other items 
upon which that area depends for its 
very subsistence. And we can certainly 
expect a review of what is happening to 
America's textile industry and will not 
be checked unless precautionary meas
ures are invoked posthaste. 

Members of Congress from the South 
have consistently warned against con
tinued erosion of domestic markets as a 
consequence of this Government's re
fusal to take effective action against the 
high volume of textile imports. While 
I am aware that a study is underway to 
find a way out without enacting legisla
tion, you know and I know that the issue 
will not be resolved to the satisfaction of 
the American people unless Congress 
reasserts its constitutionally delegated 
authority in matters of international 
commerce. 

From the large number of complaints 
registered in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
against too much foreign textiles and 
various other commodities, I am con
fident that we can also look to a good 
representation among our New England 
colleagues in our united demand for 
proper safeguards for U.S. industry and 
labor. 

Without such a display of determined 
cooperation, I question whether any 
single area will be able to make notice
able headway. I would admonish against 
placing any hope whatsoever in the State 
Department for an adjustment of trade 
policies in favor of this Nation's econ
omy. At least 180 Members of the House 
now in office were in Congress a decade 
ago when the Truman administration 
was rounding out its last 2 years. By 
then the philosophy of disregarding 
America's economic needs in order to 
promote ·business and industry abroad 
was so deeply rooted throughout the 
State Department that any attempt to 

utilize reasonable protective devices 
against injurious imports was looked 
upon as unpatriotic by that outfit. The 
same attitude persisted throughout the 
8 years of our Republican administra
tion, although the White House finally 
became so alarmed at what foreign oil 
was doing to our domestic fuel indus
tries that a voluntary, and later a man
datory, control program was adopted. 

Now we are obviously back where we 
started. The State Department con
tinues along its delirious way and the 
Department of the Interior, which is 
responsible for administration of the oil 
import control program, waited less than 
1 month after the inauguration to tender 
foreign oil shippers a substantial in
crease in quota allocations. 

So let no one be so naive as to assume 
that the executive department is going 
to give this country's miners, farmers, 
fishermen, and manufacturers equality 
of opportunity with friends in other 
lands. Ours not to reason why, or at 
least no one yet has been able to come 
up with the answer to why America's 
interests are perennially subordinated to 
those of just about every other nation in 
the world. 

To save this country from economic 
ruin requires legislative action. And we 
will get thii kind of action only if we 
stand together and refuse to permit the 
executive department to divide us when 
we object to the many weaknesses in the 
present foreign trade program. Nor will 
any single section of the United States 
benefit through an attempt to impose a 
double standard of tariffs and quotas. 

It is for this reason that I urge my col
leagues from New England, in particular, 
to be present and take part in the next 
general discussion on foreign trade on 
the floor of the House. Solutions to prob
lems occasioned by imports are not easy 
to come by because of the general apathy 
that usually prevails until hardship and 
economic misery are widespread. Now 
that so many regions are effected, it is 
time that we join hands in a determined 
and unselfish effort. 

Members of the New England delega
tion can make a distinct contribution to
ward attainment of our objective by dis
suading isolated business groups from 
that area from continuing to confuse 
and becloud fundamental considerations 
in the crusade to protect the jobs of fel
low Americans. Failing of this accom
plishment, our colleagues must under
take to correct the misunderstandings 
and misrepresentations calculated to di
vide our ranks in the quest of more ra
tional trade policies. 

A reader of the Boston Herald has 
sent me two clippings which should be 
perused carefully by everyone who is sin
cerely concerned with what imports are 
doing to the domestic economy. One is 
entitled "Coal for Throwing Away," from 
the July 30, 1961, edition. The other is 
a reply from stephen F. Dunn, president 
of the National Coal Association, which 
in cooperation with the United Mine 
Workers of America has followed closely 
and recorded carefully the complete his
tory of residual oil imports and their 
implications since the flow from alien re
fineries began its SU!ge shortly after tl:J.e 
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close of World War II. I ask that these 
citations be included at this point: 

COAL FOR THROWING AWAY 
New England and other east-coast areas 

have made in the past year a forced con
tribution to the lagging soft coal industry of 
.$318.7 million. 

By means of this forced contribution, the 
coal industry has succeeded in selling an 
addi tiona! 1.5 million tons of coal. 

This is a subsidy at the rate of over $70 a 
ton. 

Representative KEITH has suggested that it 
would be better all around if 1.5 million tons 
of coal had been bought at the mines and 
thrown away. 

Coal can be purchased at the mines for $5 
a ton. In that way we could have given the 
coal industry the same amount of lift for 
only $7.5 million, and saved ourselves $98.7 
million. 

This insane situation comes as a result of 
the quota restrictions on the import of 
residual oil. Residual oil is a negligible fac
tor in the domestic oil industry, but it is 
very important to New England, where it 
supplies cheap heat and power in this high 
cost fuel area. 

It has also been given a false importance 
by the coal industry, which has succeeded in 
promoting the idea that the Federal curbs 
on residual imports must be preserved so 
as to increase the consumption of coal. 

The New England Council, the Oil Users 
Association and the American Public Power 
Association have joined with the New Eng
land delegations in Congress in protesting 
the quotas to the Office of Civil and Defense 
Mobilization. The coal industry and its dele
gations in Congress are fighting to keep the 
quotas. The OCDM will report to President 
Kennedy about August 20. 

How come we have to pay so much for so 
little gain for the coal industry? 

The import restrictions have increased the 
price of residual oil by 33 cents a barrel (or 
almost 14 percent) over the world price. 
This might be enough to drive users to coal, 
were it not that conversion from oil to coal 
is generally very costly and sometimes pro
hibitive. Most manufacturing companies 
and buildings using residual for space heat
ing have simply had to pay more for oil. 

The increased price for residual has tended 
to lift the price for other fuels. Utilities like 
Boston Edison have had to charge consumers 
more for electricity. 

The scarcity of residual and the limited 
number of suppliers has wiped out competi
tion and invited profiteering. Some im
porters holding quota tickets can enjoy a 30-
_cent premium without having to handle a 
single barrel of oil. 

Financially pressed hospitals have been 
hurt by the quotas, Federal, State, and 
municipal building heating costs have gone 
up, consumers of electricity have found their 
bills higher, the industrial development of 
New England has been slowed, even home 
heating has risen in cost because of the side 
effects of the restrictions. 

And for all this not one unemployed coal 
miner has found a job, the increased use of 
coal is so slight. 

When before have so many had to pay so 
much for such imperceptible gains for so 
few? 

The coal industry has brought tremendous 
pressure to bear on the Government to keep 
the quotas. Only now is New England fight
ing back with equivalent force. It is a fight 
we deserve to win-both on its merits and 
its presentation. 

COAL WOULD SAVE NEW ENGLAND FROM 
HERSELF 

To the EDITOR OF THE HERALD: 
Perhaps the Herald can help locate the 

$318.7 million which your July 30 editorial 
says New England and other east-coast areas 

contributed to the bituminous coal indus
try last year by r-eason of restrictions on the 
importation of residual fuel oil. 

Nobody in the coal industry seems to have 
seen the money. Perhaps this is because we 
understand neither your logic nor your 
arithmetic. The editorial says restrictions 
on residual oil imports have resulted in the 
sale of an additional 1.5 million tons of coal, 
with a value at the mines of $5 a ton. If we 
accept that premise (we have to start some
where, though the average value of coal 
(f.o.b. mines) in 1960 was only $4.73) we find 
$7.5 million. 

But what happened to the other $311.2 
million? 

Maybe the $311 million went to the oil 
importers. You say import restrictions have 
increased the price of residual oil by 33 cents 
a barrel over the world price, and that the 
scarcity "has wiped out competition and in
vited profiteering." 

Who are the profiteers? Not the coal in
dustry. I suggest you direct your abuse to 
the quota-holding importers whom you cite 
without censure as being able to "enjoy a 
30-cent premium without having to handle 
a single barrel of oil." 

Restrictions on residual oil imports were 
ordered by the President to protect the na
tional security, not the coal industry. Even 
under controls, shipments of foreign residual 
oil into the east coast rose from the 1957 
level of 172.2 million barrels, the original 
basis of the restrictions, to 212.7 million 
barrels in 1960. The ·fuel shortages of World 
War II in New England proved the danger of 
heavy reliance on tanker-borne oil supplies. 

If the Herald advocates unrestricted im
ports of the cheapest available fuel without 
regard for national security, I can put you 
on the trail of a bargain. Press reports in
dicate that a New York firm has been offer
ing oil from Soviet Russia at substantially 
below the market price. Of course, the Rus
sians might pinch off the supply once our 
hospitals and factories grew dependent on 
it, and once other sources of energy had 
withered away-but meanwhile, look at the 
money you'd save. 

If the folly of this course is apparent, so 
also is the folly of unrestricted imports of 
residual oil from the Caribbean along a sea 
route subject to Soviet submarine blockade. 

STEPHEN F. DUNN, 
President, National Coal Association. 

While the Herald does not indicate 
that it supports tariffs and quotas for 
commodities produced within the pe
riphery of Boston, I would assume that 
such is the case because I have no record 
of that publication's taking issue with 
Members of Congress who speak against 
foreign trade policies destructive of New 
England industries. I cannot · believe 
that the Herald's propensity for pro
tecting one segment of the country at 
the expense of another is a true reflec
tion of the feelings of the majority of 
New Englanders. They are too honest 
and fair to expect favoritism of this 
sort. 

In order to set the record--and the 
Herald--straight, it would be advisable 
for as many Members from New England 
as possible to be present when the House 
meets again on this subject. A con
sensus will be most helpful to the Con
gress. We will want our friends from 
Boston and Providence and contiguous 
communities to stand here on the floor 
and assure us that the Herald's attitude 
is not typical. We will want to hear 
them say: "We most certainly do not 
think that coal miners and railroaders 
should be forced to compete with an 
alien product while our millworkers, 

clockmakers, textile personnel, and other 
professional groups are protected by 
tariffs and quotas. We support whatever 
revisions in the trade program will get 
the people of Pennsylvania and West 
Virginia back to work, and we know that 
Representatives of all mining States are 
similarly sympathetic where our own in
dustry and labor are involved" 

In response we will assure you that we 
stand beside you in your efforts to de
fend the economy of your constituencies. 
We will not accede to the destruction of 
your plants and factories. We are with 
you today and we will be with you when 
the Reciprocal Trade Agreement Act 
comes up for renewal next year. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore·.· Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JENNINGS. I yield. 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I want 

to commend the gentleman from Vir
ginia on the fine statement he has made. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the arguments 
often heard in opposition to the resid
ual fuel oil import program is that con
trols are causing damage to the economy 
of friendly nations and, therefore, are 
complicating our international relations. 

Even if this argument were based 
upon fact, I question whether that alone 
should be sufficient reason to discontinue 
a program that is essential from the 
point of view of our owri national se
curity. But in this case, there · is no 
basis at all in this contention, . which is 
usually advanced by spokesmen for the 
international oil companies who own 
the concessions in the foreign producing 
countries about which they are so con
cerned. 

The vast majority of the residual fuel 
oil imported into this country comes 
either from Venezuela or from the 
Netherlands Antilles where it is pro
duced from Venezuelan crude oil. If 
the oil import program was in reality 
depressing production in Venezuela and, 
thereby, the economy of the nation, that 
fact would be reflected in oil production 
figures of the country. 

But the fact is that crude production 
in Venezuela during the 1955-60 period 
rose by 254 million barrels a year. In 
this same period, oil production in the 
United States increased by only 91 mil
lion barrels. Residual made from Vene
zuelan crude accounts for about 90 per
cent of the total amount imported into 
this country, about 206 million barrels in 
1960. In 1958 imports from Venezuela 
were about 165 million barrels, so there 
has been a substantial increase under 
the control program. 

It is true that oil production has not 
increased as fast in Venezuela as it has 
in some Middle East nations. But this 
is due to the fact that the international 
oil companies have chosen to expand 
production more rapidly in the Middle 
East than in Venezuela. The companies 
obviously prefer to exploit their most 
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doubtful sources first before political up- was instituted as a national security of foreign oil on which we have, to such 
heaval or nationalization might force measure for the express purpose of pre- a large degree, become dependent, there 
them out. · serving and strengthening the domestic is a serious question as to whether or 

It is interesting to note that during fuels industry. not the railroads could handle the greatly 
the 2 years of import controls-on No one will argue that a war could increased demand for shipments of coal 
both crude and residual-U.S. crude pro- well be decided by the fuel supply readily which would be called for almost over
duction has risen only 1 percent. available to each side. Our domestic night. The number of gondola and 

Obviously, if the United States threw fuels industries will be fully capable of .hopper cars used by the major eastern 
open its borders to unlimited shipments meeting the demands of any military and midwestern railroads has decreased 
of oil from abroad, we would see spec- emergency provided the import control .substantially in recent years, and at the 
tacular increases in the production of 'program is not torn down and imported same time the average age of these cars 
oil in foreign countries and in shipments fuel comes into the country in such has increased. By 1960, 51 percent of 
to this country. amounts that it further destroys the pro- all gondola and hopper cars were 15 

Right now, it is the residual import . ductivity capabilities of domestic indus- years old or older. 
control phase of the oil import program tries to expand production rapidly to This is a matter of national security. 
which is under attack. If residual con- .· meet emergency needs. We can ill afford at this time to place 
trois are removed, however, it wili not '\Ve must remember that this foreign our reiiance on ·foreign sources for the 
be just the coal industry which would oil will have to move hundreds of miles fuel which our industries so vitally need. 
suffer. Domestic oil producers, already across an open sea that will. be infested .;Nor can we afford to place ourselves in 
operating at a depressed level, would see with enemy submarines. Yet, even in the position where the domestic fuel, at 
their realization for each barrel of crude the face of a grave international situa- the time it was most needed, could not 
reduced by virtue of having to sell resid- tion, we have people who would remove be moved to the marketplace. 
ual oil in competition with cheap the oil import control program---so es- Mr. Speaker, I heartily agree with the 
foreign residual. And there is always the sential to national security-and require Member from Virginia that the residual 
very distinct danger that without ex- vital defense plants to depend entirely oil import control program is essential 
pensive and difficult policing, imported upon foreign fuel available only over to national security and must be retained 
residual could be further refined here such a hazardous route. This makes no and strengthened. 
and its products sold in competition with more sense than it would for our Govern- Mr. SILER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
products made from more expensive do- ment to dispense with the production of gentleman yield? 
mestic crude. arms at home and rely upon shipments Mr. JENNINGS. I yield. 

If controls on residual are successfully from abroad in time of emergency. Mr. SILER. Mr. Speaker, as a Repre-
attacked, the next ta.rget undoubtedly our Nation's leaders decided, at a sentative of one of the major coal pro-
will be crude oil controls. more peaceful period in international ducing States of this country, I would 

Removal of import controls would affairs, that restrictions on imports of like to address my remarks to the eco
create a threat to the two domestic fuels residual fuel oil are necessary in the in- nomic damage being done to my State 
industries which provide the great bulk terests of the Nation's security. To re- by the excessive imports of residual fuel 
of the Nation's fuels requirements. It move those restrictions now, when the oil 
seems to me that the national security situation is vastly more serious than it As many of my distinguished col
would be dangerously threatened if these was when controls were instituted, would leagues have pointed out, the coal in
two gre~t industries are so depressed by be unthinkable. dustry has already lost east coast mar
foreign competition that they are unable. Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I con- kets that amount to more than 20 
to meet the demands for increased pro- . gratulate the distinguished Member from million tons of annual production, and if 
duction which an emergency would im- Virginia for bringing to the attention of import controls on residual oil were com
pose upon them. the House the matter of residual imports. pletely removed we would be in danger 

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask I would only like to point out that the of losing another 135 million tons of 
unanimous consent that the gentleman serious effect residual oil imports is hav- annual production to this foreign source 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. DENT], and the of fuel. 
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. ing on national security is not confined This affects not only Kentucky, Mr. 
GARMATZ], may extend their remarks at to the ~ffect it ~as on _the abilit~ of the Speaker, or the other coal producing 
this point in the RECORD. domestlc fuels mdustnes to rapldly ex- States of the Appalachian area, it affects 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to pand production in the event of an · our country as a whole because it threat
the request of the gentleman from West emergency: ens our national security. Without a 
Virginia? In every period of great emergency, healthy domestic coal industry, as well 

There was no objection. the railroads of this Nation have been as a healthy domestic petroleum indus-
Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, the very real called upon to perform Herculean tasks try, we would not be in a position to 

threat of war over Berlin this fall is the in transporting the materials of war, and meet the challenge of a war or emer
most eloquent and compelling argument the goods necessary for the life of the gency. 
possible for not only retaining but United States. For my colleagues who are not fa-
strengthening the present import contr.ol . Yet, today, the railroads are in a seri- miliar with the economics of the situa-
program on residual fuel oil. ous condition. They are facing serious tion, I would like to cite a few facts on 

The vast industrial complex along the . financial losses in their fight against the what the production of as little as 10 
east coast is already dependent to an · other forms of public transportation million tons of coal a year means. 
alarming degree upon imported residual which are, to a large extent, supsidized The f.o.b. mine value of 10 million tons 
oil. If controls should be ended, as cer- by the Federal and local governments. of coal is approximately $47.7 million. 
tain individuals and special interest. Their rolling stock has declined both This same tonnage would account for 
groups are demanding, this dependence numerically and in its condition, and 820,000 man-days of additional employ
upon a foreign fuel would be compounded without the ·guarantee of additional ment in the coal mines, which would 
to a point where enemy action could freight tonnage they cannot afford to mean more than $21 million in payrolls. 
totally disrupt electric utilities and a maintain the equipment, or the crews In addition, more than $4 million would 
wide variety of industrial plants that necessary to operate it, on a standby be made available for welfare fund bene-
are absolutely essential to the Nation's basis. fits to retired or hospitalized miners. 
defense effort. Traditionally, coal has been a major This same increase in production 

It seems to me that when the inter- factor in the freight revenues of this would increase revenues for the railroads 
national situation becomes so serious country's railroads. But, as coal's mar- operating through the depressed Appa
that the President must ask for a siz- kets have felt the inroads made by for- Iachian area by approximately $25 mil
able increase in the Defense Establish- eign residual oil, these revenues have lion, of which half would be in the form 
ment and alert the people to the definite dropped more than $140 million in the of additional payrolls for railroad em
possibility of war, it is the height of last 10 years. ployees, and the coal mining industry 
irresponsibility for these groups and in- If the United States should be forced would spend approximately $15 million 
dividuals to continue pressuring the into another world war, or if even a for such indirect items as mining .sup
Government to end a program which limited war were to disrupt the supplies plies, rental equipment, and power. 
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That is a total of more than $110 mil
lion a year, :Mr. Speaker, based on only 
10 million tons of annual coal :produc
tion. And yet we are _speaking -of more 
than twice that amount of production 
which already has been lost to residual 
oil imports, and of 135 million tons of 
production which would be lost if im
port controls were completely removed. 

This is a potential danger to our coun
try, Mr. Speaker. a danger which we 
cannot tolerate and still remain strong. 
I can see no other answer other than 
the continuation of controls on :residual 
oil imports. 

Mr. VANZANDT. M:r. Speaker .. 1 am 
happy to be able to join my distinguished 
colleagues in this special order today to 
discuss the ettects of the residual oil im
port control program. 

Certainly many telling arguments 
have been presented fo:r continuation 
of controls on residual oil, and I cannot 
believe that the Government would even 
consider removing those controls, or in
creasing the amount of residual nil now 
being brought into this country. 

If I may, Mr. Speaker, I would iike to 
review and summarize some of the argu
ments which lmve been presented today. 
Basically, they fall into three categories: 
what eifect the program has had to date; 
what e1Iect removal of controls would 
have 1l.11der :peacetime conditions; and 
the danger to our national security in 
time of war -o:r emergency if we become 
too dependent on foreign sources of oil. 

The mandatory oil import eontrol'J)ro
gram was instituted in March 1959, after 
2 years of voluntary controls had proved 
inetfective. lt was determined at that 
time that the level of residual imports 
should be held to the 1957 level in the 
interest of national security. This action 
was taken by the President, Mr. Speaker, 
after the Office of Civil and Defense 
Mobilization_ and a special Cabinet com
:nittee, had advised the President that 
imports of residual oil were coming into 
this country in .sueh quantity as to 
threaten to impair the national security. 

What has happened since that time is 
common knowledge. In every quota 
period the Interior Department has lis
tened to the pleas of the international oil 
companies and increased the quota rates. 
The amount of residual oil which will be 

· permitted to enter this country, under 
quota, in the present quota year is more 
than 40 million barrels above the amount 
which entered the United States in 1'95'7. 
And that 'figure does not take into ac
count, Mr. Speaker, the increased 
amounts of residual oil which enter this 
country under bond for ships bunker
ing-in effect, freeing domestic residual 
oil for other uses-or the residual oil en
tering this country from Mexico and 
Canada under the overland exemption. 
Shipments from Mexico alone, under this 
doubtful arrangement, amount to from 
10 .. 000 to 30,000 barrels a day, and have 
run as high as 50,(){)0 barrels a day in 
recent months. 

Mr. Speaker, these greatly increased 
shipments of residual oil have completely 
disrupted fuels markets <>n the east 
coast and have an but made a mockery 
of the control program. 

As has been so ably pointed out by my 
distinguished colleagues, residual oil im-

ports have not only a:f!ected the coal in
dustry. which bas- already lost markets 
of approximately 20 million tons of coal 
annually. The .imports have also had 
their ettect on the domestic oil industry, 
and domestic oil p:roduee:rs, and their as
.sociations. are just as vigorous as the coal 
industry in .fighting for continued con
trols on residual oil imports. 

Even under import controls, Mr. 
Speaker, the east ·coast of our country, 
with its vast industrial complex, has be
come far too -dependent on a foreign 
source of fuel, a source which could .be 
halted overnight. But what would hap
pen if controls were lifted, and residual 
oil were permitted to now into this coun
try in unlimited quantities? 

The international oil companies would 
soon be engaged in a bitter struggle to 
win and control -every market along the 
Atlantic seaboard, markets which pres
ently account for a-pproximately 135 mil
lion tons of annual ooal consumption. 
There would be price wars, and conces
sions, and Tesldual oil would be sold .at 
.any -p:rice, initially, in order to capture 
coal's traditional markets. 

But what would happen after these 
mark-ets wer-e gained, after ooal was 
driven out, and the utilities and indus
tries had -converted to equipment that 
would bum. only residual fuel oil'? Would 
·the oil still be sold at eutrate prices or, 
once the international oil companies 
were secure in their markets, would they 
.start to charge all that the traffic would 
bear? 

It does not take much imagination, 
Mr. Speaker, to find the answer to that 
question. 

Of course, Mr. Speaker. the qu.estion of 
price is only nne part of the problem 
that would be created by unlimited im
ports of :residual .oil. Even more im
portant .is the e:ffect this :1lood of oil 
would have on our domestie fuels indus
tries. I have alread,y mentioned that 
residual oil would be in a position to re
place the market ior some 135 million 
tons of coal a year. The loss of that 
annual production would litera.lly wreck 
the eoal industry. would force many 
companies out <>f business and add thou
sands of miners to the :relief roles in the 
already depressed Appalacllian region. 

The domestic oil producers, already in 
serious trouble because of the world 
oversupply of oil, would have to further 
cut back their produ.ction and reduce 
their exploration for new .sources. If 
this .should happen, 'Mr. Speaker, and it 
would, we would .soon find ourselves in 
a position where we would not be able to 
expand either our domestic coal or oil 
production; we would find ourselves in 
a position where we would be entil:e1y 
dependent on foreign sources of supply. 

This would be a serious situation, in
deed, in peacetime. But it would be a 
disastrous situation .in time of war. 

We know from bitter experience, Mr. 
Speaker, that we could not long depend 
on fuel which had to be shipped .for long 
distances across the ocean. even if the 
countries supplying the oil were willing 
to sell it to us. That is a lesson we 
learned in World War 1!, .and the Rus
sians bave a fax greater number .of, and 
far superior, submarines to those with 
which Germany began the World War. 

Our foreign supplies would be com
pletely cut off, Mr. Speaker, and our 
domestic fuels industries, coal and oil, 
would not be able to fill the gap as they 
always have in the past. We would be 
a highly industrialized nation faced with 
the tremendous demands of modem war
fare, and without the fuel to run our 
vital industries or supply our military 
machinery. 

.Mr. Speaker, the Ulliteti States must 
never permit itself to be placed in this 
position. We must, at all eosts, main
tain our domestic fuels industries in a 
healthy position, a position where they 
can supply our needs whenever they are 
<:alled on to do so. 

If we are to maintain that position. 
Mr. Speaker, we must continue to .con
trol the level of 1·esidual oil imports. 

MODERNIZING CIVIL SERVICE 
RETIREMENT 

Mr. LA~A. Mr. Speaker. I ask 
unanimous eonsent that the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr . ..MH.H:w;] .DUlY ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and revise and extend .his 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the .request of the gentle
man from Ohio? 

'nlere was no objection. 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Speaker, 1 have 

today introduced for appropriate refer
ence a bill to modernize .certain provi
sions of the Civil Service Retirement Act 
:relating to immediate retirement of 
Federal employees. 

Numerous bills to attain this objec
tive already have been introduced .in this 
session, as in past sessions. I f-eel that 
this bill I am now introducing gives di
rect and far-reaching benefits to Federal 
employees and will do much to eliminate 
many of the inequities that presently 
exist in the civil service retirement sys
tem. 

Under present law a eivil service em
ployee becomes -eligible for retirement 
annuity benefits only after reaching age 
55-his benefit payments being reduced 
by a. certain percentage · until reaching 
age 60. 

This biU I am now sponsoring, how
ever, will permit retirement of Federal 
employees after 30 years of service. re
gardless of their age at such time. If 
the emp1oyee .retires between the ages of 
55 and 60, there is a maximum of 5 per
cent :reduction in ben-efit amounts and 
if the employee retires before age 55, 
there would be a further 2 percent re
duction in annuity payments for -each 
'Year under such age. 

It is my strong opinion that this legis
lation will bling long-needed improve
ments to our civil service retirement sys
tem. 

CONGRESSMAN TOM CURTIS 
CHOSEN .AS ~'CONGRESSMAN OF 
THE YEAR" IN SURVEY BY NA
TIONAL COLUMNIST, HOLMES 
ALEXANDER 
Mr. LATrA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
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from New Hampshire [Mr. BASS] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and revise and extend his 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BASS of New Hampshire. Mr. 

Speaker, the New Hampshire edition of 
the Boston Herald on August 6 had a 
feature story on its editorial page en
titled ''Representative of Year-CURTIS 
Is Named for Truth-Seeking." I was de
lighted to read this column by my good 
friend, Holmes Alexander, the distin
guished Washington columnist for the 
McNaught News Service. 

The article has also appeared in major 
newspapers from coast to coast. Re
garding Mr. Alexander's excellent selec
tion of my friend and colleague, ToM 
CURTIS, it should be noted that Mr. 
Alexander interviewed scores of Con
gressmen and their staffs on both sides 
of the aisle. We Republicans certainly 
know the outstanding value and leader
ship of ToM CuRTIS. National publica
tions have increasingly spoken of him as 
a most important and constructive 
force in the House and as our leading 
spokesman on economic matters, as the 
senior House Republican on the House
Senate Joint Economic Committee and a 
ranking member of the Ways and Means 
Committee. 

However, what ·is less known, and 
which Mr. Alexander and other thought
ful newsmen have discovered is the gen
uine respect and affection our Demo
cratic colleagues feel toward Mr. CURTIS. 
The great bulk of northern Democratic 
Congressmen · who have often differed 
with Mr. CURTIS on individual items of 
legislation spoke up in their interviews 
about their faith in Mr. CURTIS regard
ing civil liberties problems, their admira
tion for his fight to create good proce
dures for the House and its committees, 
and his creative work in the field of re
training, and obtaining improvements 
for working men and women. Our 
southern Democratic colleagues spoke 
warmly of his leadership in fighting for 
sound fiscal policies. One does obtain 
the feeling after all this that Democratic 
Congressmen share nearly equally their 
high regard for the work and thought . 
and dedication of the gentleman from 
Missouri. Mr. CuRTis although he repre
sents St. Louis County in the Congress 
is a son of New Hampshire. He is a 
graduate of Dartmouth College and a 
member of its boa.rd of trustees. We in 
New Hampshire value the contributions 
he has made to our State and educational 
problems. 

The publisher of the St. Louis Globe 
Democrat, Mr. Richard Amberg, wrote 
on August 6 a paragraph of introduction 
to the Holmes Alexander column. I 
think it fitting that Mr. Amberg's 
thoughtful introduction precede the full 
text of the Alexander article-survey en
titled "ToM CuRTis-Representative of 
the Year." 

TOM CURTis-REPRESENTATIVE OF THE YEAR 
(By Holmes Alexander) 

WASHINGTON.-COngressman TOM CURTIS, 
Republican, of Missouri, and EDDIE HEBERT, 
Democrat, of Louisiana, have outlasted all 

437 House Members in my elimination test 
to find the best Representative of 1961. The 
rival claims to the title may be summarized: 

When EDDIE HEBERT meets socially or offi
cially with the Honorable John F. Kennedy, 
the President customarily says: 

"Well, how much money have you saved us 
this month?" 

As first and present chairman of the 
House Armed Services Investigating Sub
committee, HEBERT climaxed several years' 
work this summer and brought off some 
major accomplishments, I propose that the 
President give him a Distinguished Service 
Medal for the job. 

To let the record speak for itself, here is 
the April 27, 1961, testimony of Joseph 
Campbell, Comptroller General of the United 
States, who has acted under this subcom
mittee's direction: 

"Mr. Chairman, in summary, we find that 
from February 1957 to March 1961 we sent 53 
reports to the Congress in which recoveries 
of increased costs to the Government of 
$60,965,000 have been effected or recom
mended. Our records show that of this 
amount $35,785,000, or about 59 percent, had 
been recovered through March 1961." 

In brief, HEBERT's subcommittee has fer
reted out over $60 million of armed services 
overcharges, and recovered more than $35 
million of these public funds . 

While this is a quotable and dramatic 
contribution, HEBERT's bid for the year's 
honors hangs, I believe, upon something 
more abstract. From 1950-61, he has been 
an insistent voice of conscience in our mili
tary morality. 

For years, HEBERT has been demanding a 
code of ethics on the conflict of interest in 
officers and ex-officers who surreptitiously 
or openly act as salesmen for big business to 
the Defense Department. 

On July 15, 1961, HEBERT got it. He got 
it in the form of a Defense Department direc
tive (No. 5500.7) which, if obeyed and 
gradually improved upon, will save not only 
men's honor but billions of ill-spent dollars. 

CURTIS' RECORD EVEN BETTER 
Yet, as good as he is, HEBERT is nosed out 

as Representative of the Year by a man with 
a better record-CURTIS of Missouri. 

Not a committee chairman, or the author 
of household word legislation, or a dealer in 
melodramatic figures or bizarre personali
ties, CuRTis lacks public acclaim, but richly 
deserves it. 

Call him a task force commander against 
falsehood. It is a high calUng, one that 
Voltaire gloried in. As a minority party 
member, CURTIS often seems to be speaking 
in rebuttal, but this seemingly negative ap
proach is an optical illusion. 

In inveighing against politicoeconomic 
falsehood, CURTIS is actually campaigning 
for truth. 

Rather than expend my own laudatory 
adjectives, I now intend to let some of the 
major Curtis positions assert themselves. 

1. New Frontier programs of Federal aid 
to everything are wrong because they come 
in the wrong century, to the wrong country, 
on the wrong arguments. 

Socialists, Communists, and other mate
rialists and social planners require an 
economy of scarcity for their schemes. They 
call for more production of food and goods, 
a broader sharing of these products-but the 
United States of the 1960's cannot possibly 
be called a land of scarcity. We have sur
plus crops. We have surplus steel capacity. 
We have plenty of schools. We have plenty 
of everything. 

The need is not for more, more, more. The 
need is for better, better, better. The cum
bersome Federal bureaucracy increases gross
ness-but quality, selectivity, and speciali
zation are best achieved as close to home as 
possible. 

2. Dynamism and not, as the state plan
ners say, stagnation is the economic state 
of the Union. We have 5 million unem-

ployed because our industrialization is so 
successful. These people could find new 
jobs if they were trained to do the new jobs 
of increasing automation. 

We have a growing demand on our doctors, 
hospitals, and drug manufacturers because 
these medical teammates have been so suc
cessful. People live longer. Physical and 
mental sufferings are relieved. Nothing 
could be more foolish and knavish than the 
New Frontier's attempt to socialize the pri
vate medical industry which has served us 
so admirably. 

IDEAS RULE THE WORLD 
3. Gross national product and disposable 

personal income are fetish words but 
phonies. The GNP attempts to add apples 
and eggs, which can't be done. Is a $1 mil
lion steel mill, asks CuRTIS, equivalent to $1 
million spent on education? 

If people get more take-home pay, will 
they buy more goods? Not necessarily, says 
CURTIS. Figures in 1959-60 show that people 
don't use their rising incomes to buy more
they save more. 

4. The coalition: Because of his passion for 
truth, CuRTIS flies into a temper whenever 
he hears or reads that the House of its Rules 
Committee fails to pass constructive legisla
tion on account of a sinister alliance of 
southern Democrats and Republicans, The 
House is freely responsive to its own will . 
Any implication to the contrary is a big lie. 

These are only a fistful of the ideas which 
CuRTIS dispenses dUring his 18-hour days in 
committee, in debate, in private meetings, 
in public addresses. They are, to be sure, 
only ideas-but ideas rule the world. And 
right ideas would rule the world rightly. 

Because he thinks, because he studies, be
cause he works so effectively, ToM CuRTIS is 
this column's choice as Representative of 
the Year. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legisla
tive program and any special orders here
tofore entered, was granted to Mr. 
DEVINE, for 60 minutes, August 17, 1961, 
and to relinquish the special order he 
had for today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. CANNON to revise and extend re
marks made today in Committee of the 
Whole and include certain tables. 

Mr. MULTER. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. LATTA) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. FINO. 
Mr. BOLAND. 
Mr. CooLEY and to includes tables. 
Mr. CAREY, notwithstanding the fact 

that it exceeds two pages of the RECORD 
and is estimated by the Public Printer 
to cost $182.25. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 

on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the 
following title, which was thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 5954. An act making appropriations 
for the Treasury and Post Office Depart
ments, and the Tax Court of the United 
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States · for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1962, and for other purposes, 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. HECHLER. "Mr. Speaker, 1 move 

that the .House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; according

ly <at 6 o'clock and 9 minutes p.m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs
day, August 17, 1961. at 12 o'clock noon. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS .AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule xm, reports <>f 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as foTiows; 

Mr. RUT.HERPORD: Commit tee on In
terior &nd Immlv A1faJ.rs. S. :98. An act to 
authorize the Secretary of the ~nterior to 
provide water and sewage disposal 'facilities 
to the Medora area adjoining the TheoJiore 
.Roosevelt .Memorial Park, N. Dak., and 1"or 
other purpoaes; without amendlnent (Rept. 
No • .K9,. Beferred to the Committee of the 
Whole .House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. RUTHERFORD! Committee on Inte
lor and Insulal' .Mfalrs. S. 1492~ An .act to 
amend the '8.Ct uf March 24, 1948, which es
tablishes special requirements governing the 
selection of 1lupertntendents of national 
cemeteries; without am.endment (Rept. No. 
951}. Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State uf the Union~ 

Mr. ASPINALL-: Committee on. Iniberior 
and. InsulM .Affair's. S. 2245. An act to 
amend the Mt granting the consent <>f Con
gress to tne negotiation of certain (compacts 
by the States of Nebraska, Wyoming, and 
South Dakota in order to extend the time 
for such negotiatiOn; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 952). Referred to the 'Committee 
of the Whole House on the .State ot the 
Union. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas: Committee on In
terior and Insular A1Ialrs. Senate Joint Res
olution 76. Joint resolution authorizing the 
Secretary of the Interior during the ealendar 
year 1002 to continue to deliver water to 

· lands in certain irrigation districts in t.b.e 
State of Washington; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 9'53) . Referred to tbe Committee 
of the Whole House on f.JJ.e State of the 
Union. 

Mr. RUTHERFORD: Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. H.R. 8'2. A bill author
izing the establishment of the Fort Smltb 
National Historic Site, in the State or Ar
k-ansas, and for other :purposes; with an 
a.men1iment '(Rept. No. 954). .Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of tbe Union. 

Mr. OLSEN; Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. H.R. 7559. A b111 :to amend title 
39 of the Unlted States Code to provide for 
additional writing or printing on third- and 
fourth-class mail; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 957) . Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State nf the 
Union. 

Mr. HARRIS: Commit tee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. K.R. "8384. A bill 
to amend the Federal Aviatlou Act of 1958 
to provide for the applicatlGD. ()! Federal 
criminal law to certain events occurring on 
board aircraft ln .aJx commerce; with amend
ment (Rept. No. 958'. "Refer.red to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. FASCELL; Committee m1 Foreign Af
fairs. H.R. "T76S. A bill to provide !or plan
ning the participation of the Unliied States 
in the New York Worldls Pair, ito be held 
-at New York City ln 1964 and 1965. and for 
other purposes; without '8Illendment (Rept. 
No. '959). Referred to the Committee <>f the 
Whole House on tbe State of the Union. 

Mr.. MORRISON: Committee on Post Offi.ee 
and Civil Service . .B~ ~.An act to .amend 
the Defense Department Overseas Teachers 
Pay and Persomnel Practices Act, and tor 
other purposes; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 960). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. OLSEN: Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. S. 739. An act to amend the 
Civil Service Retiren.ent Act, as amended. 
with respect to the method of computing 
interest earnings of Epecial fteasury issues 
held by the c.ivil service retirement and dis
ability fund; with amendment (Rept. No. 
961). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the .State of the Union. 

.Mr. HOLIFIELD: Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. S. 1622. An act to amend 
the Atomic Energy Community Act of 1955; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 962). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD: Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. H.R . .8599. A blll to amend 
v-arious sections of the A tomlc Energy Act 
'Of 1954, as :amended, and tbe Euratom Co
operation Act oi 1958, and .for 'Other pur
poses; with an amendment (Rept. No. '963). 
Referred to the Committee of t .he Whole 
House 'On the State of the Union. 

Mr. !CHORD <>f Missouri: Committee un 
Post Ofllce and Civll Service. H.R. 6374. A 
bill to clarify the a:ppllcation of tbe Govern
ment Employees Training A-ct -wlth Tespect 
t o payment of expenses 'Of attendance uf 
Government employees at certain meetings, 
and for other purposes; With amendment 
(Rept. No. 964). Referred to the Committee 
uf the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of :rule .xm, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
f<>r printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mrs. PFOST! Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. S. 1012. An. act to direct 
the Secretary of the 'Interior to ad]udicate 
a 'Claim of the Greif Bros. Cooperage Corp. 
to -certain land in Marengo County, Ala.; 
'Without amendment (Rept. No. '95'0) . Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mrs. PFOST: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. H.R. "3596. A bill to direct 
tbe Secretary of the Interior to convey cer
tain lands to Purvis C. Vickers, Robert ~
Vickers. and ,Joseph M. Vickers, a copartnel'
sh'ip doing business as Vickers Bros.; wltb 
Amendment (Rept. No. 955) . Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mrs. PFOST: Comml'ttee on Interior a.nd 
Insular Affairs. H.R. 4380. A bill to quiet 
title and possession to an unconfirmed and 
located private land claim in the State of 
Louisiana; without amendment (Rept. No. 
956) . Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
.severally referred as follows: 

:By Mr. BAILEY; 
H.R. 8732. A bin to promote the :security 

and welfare of tbe people of ·the United 
States by providing for a program to assist 
the several States in further dev.eloplng 'their 
progr.ams of general university e~ion 
education; to the Commit tee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Ml'. DOYLE: 
H .R . 8733. A bill to establish a U ;8. D.is

U'Illatnent Agency for W<>rld Peace and Se
curity; to tbe Committee on Foreign Ad'airs. 

By Mr. KING of Utah; 
H.R. 8734. A bill t o establish a U.S • .Dis

armament Agency for World Peace and Se
curity; to the Committee on Foreign A1!airs. 

By Mr. LAIRD: 
H.R. 8'135. A bill to amend title 23 of the 

United States Code to provide tbe Bta.te of 
Wisconsin with an additional 400 miles of 
highways in the National System of .Inter
state and Defense Highways; to the Commit
tee .on Public Works. 

l3y Mr. PIRNIE; 
H.R. 8'736 . . A bill to amend section 4 of 

the aet of September 22. 1959, to facilitate 
the entry of certain relatives of U.S. citizens 
and lawfully .resident aliens; to t he Com
mittee on "the Judiciary • 

By Mr. WfnTENER-: 
H .R. 8737. A bill to amend :section 10 of 

the District of Columbia Traffic Act. 1925, 
as amended. so as to require Teports of ool
lisions ln which motor vehicles are involved; 
to the Committee on the Dlstrict 'Of Colum
bia. 

By Mr~ WHITENER (by request) ! 
H .R. 8738. A bill to amend sections 1 and 

.5b af chapter V of the Life Insurance Act 
for the District of Columbia; to the Com
mittee an the .District of Columbia. 

By Mr. l3ROYHILL; 
HE. 8739. A bill to ·regulate the practice 

of physical therapy by registered. physical 
therapists in the DistTlet <>f Columbia; to 
the Commitree on the District of Columbia. 

l3y Mr. GATHINGS~ 
H.R. 87oi0. A bill to provide that lm:ports 

.of 'cotton pr.oducts produced in any .stage 
preceding the .spinning into ram. shall .be 
charged against the applicable import quota 
under sectlon 22 of the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act, as amended, and for other pur
poses; to the Ccmunittee on Ways and Means. 

.By Mr. HOLTZMAN-: 
R.R. 8741. A bill fu amend the act of April 

29, 194:1, as amended. to authorize any Fed
er.al agency to WAive performance and pay
ment bonds, and !or other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

"By Mr. MATHIAS-: 
H.R. 8742. A bill to modernize certain pro

visions of the Civil Service Retirement Act 
relating to immediate retirement; to tbe 
Committee Gll Post Office and Clvil Service. 

l3y "Mr. :RIVERS of AlaSka; 
H.R. 87§:3. A bill relating to the lncome 

tax <treatment of cost-of-living allowances 
received by certain caretakers and clerks em
ployed. by tbe National Guard outside tbe 
continental United. States. or ln Alaska; ito 
the Committee <>n Ways -and Means. 

l3y Mr. SANTANGELO! 
R.R. 8744. A blll to establish a U.S. Dis

armament Ageney for World Peace and Se
curity; to the Committee on Foreign A1fain;. 

By Mr. STAGGERS; 
H.R. 8745 • .A bill to amend the RaTiroad 

Retirement Act of 1937 to provide reduced 
.annulties to male employees who have at
tained age 62, and for o<t;her purposes; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. TOLLEFSON: 
H.R. 8'74"6. A blU to .repeal the cabaret tax; 

to tlie Commlttee on Ways .and Means. 
By Mr. BATTIN: 

H.R. 874-'7. A bill to authorize the transfer 
of three units of the Port Belknap :Indian 
irrigation project to the landowners -vithin 
the project; to the Commit tee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

:By Mr. :KEARNS; 
H..R. 8748. A bill to extend !or 2 addi

tional year.s Public Laws 815 a.nd 8'74~ 81st 
Congress, and the National Defense Educa
tion Act of 1958; to authorize assistance to 
pn.blic and other nonprofit institutions of 
higher edcea'tion. in .financlng tbe construe
~ reb.abilitation. or improvement of 
.needed academic and related. facillttes; and 
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for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. DEVINE: 
H. Con. Res. 372. Concurrent resolution to 

establish a joint committee to conduct an in
vestigation and study of the facts and cir
cumstances surrounding the reassignment of 
Maj. Gen. Edwin A. Walker; to the Com
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. BECKER: 
H. Con. Res. 373-. Concurrent resolution de

claring the sense of the Congress that no 
further reduction~ in tariffs be made during 
the life of the present Reciprocal Trade 
Agreements Act; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mrs. BLITCH: 
H. Con. Res. 374. Concurrent resolution de

claring the sense of the Congress that no 
further reductions in tariffs be made during 
the life o:t the present Reciprocal Trade 
Agreements Act; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ANFUSO: 
H.R. 8749. A bill for the relief of Chaim 

Jaskolka; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts: 
H.R. 8750. A bill for the relief of Giovanni 

Cillo; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. MORRISON: 

H.R. 8751. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Jose
fina V. Guerrero Leaumax; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SHRIVER: 
H.R. 8752. A bill for the relief of Annemarie 

Henmann; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

By Mr. TOLLEFSON: 
H.R. 8753. A bill for the relief of Andres 0. 

Pancho and Felix 0. Pancho; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Statement of Opposition to H.R. 207 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ABRAHAM J. MULTER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Weclnesaay, August 16, 1961 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I com
mend to the attention of our colleagues 
the following statement I made in oppo
sition to H.R. 207, a bill which would 
further limit the liability of shipowners 
in accident cases, before the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries Committee on Au
gust 15, 1961: 
STATEMENT OF HON. ABRAHAM J. MULTER, 

DEMOCRAT OF NEW YORK, BEFORE THE MER
CHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES COMMITTEE, 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, AUGUST 15, 
1961 
Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for 

granting me this opportunity to present my 
views in opposition to H.R. 207. 

H.R. 207 is a bill which would provide that 
claims arising under the admiralty or mari
time law against any ship for personal in
jury or death (except members of the crew) 
shall be determined without respect to or 
based upon any warranty of seaworthiness 
or breach thereof. 

On the surface, Mr. Chairman, this may 
sound like a fairly unimportant change in 
an obscure law. The effect of this change, 
however, is neither unimportant nor would 
it long remain obscure if the Congress passed 
this bill. This legislation would eliminate 
the protection of the shipowner's traditional 
warranty oi seaworthiness from all except 

-seamen. 
The antiquated limitation of liability laws 

-already prevent an adequate recovery by in
jured parties because of a limited fund made 
available to the victims of a marine disaster. 
The limiting language contained in the pro
verbial fine print on the back of a ticket 
further inhibits the right of recovery. 

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that com
monsense dictates that the shipowner must 
stand behind the equipment used aboard a 
ship and-indeed-the ship itself. How can 
we say that he does not have to provide at 
least adequate safeguards in the operation 
of his business? What are we to do with 
those who suffer injuries as a result of the 
shipowner's laxness or ignorance? Leave 
them to find their own remedies? Surely the 
Congress cannot condone this kind of solu
tion. Is it not more equitable that the loss 

. sustained, when a person laWfully aboard a 
ship is injured by inadequate or defective 

equipment, should fall upon the shipowner 
than upon the injured party? 

H.R. 207 would make an inadequate law 
more reprehensible in its application by en
couraging shipowners and stevedoring com
panies to relax the high standards of care 
now imposed upon them by the doctrine of 
seaworthiness in port, and at sea. 

It appears, Mr. Chairman, that a change 
in the law such as that advocated by H.R. 207 
would benefit only the insurance companies 
by limiting the liability of the shipowners. 

It seems clear that those who are termed 
"business invitees," longshoremen, railroad 
workers, etc., are in the same category as 
crewmembers. They run the same risks as 
crewmembers and sometimes greater risks. 
Passengers also are exposed to risks while 
aboard ship and the shipowners cannot jus
tifiably escape responsibility for accidents 
which occur as a result of unseaworthiness. 

The enactment of H.R. 207 would under
cut the present responsibilities which ship
owners must exercise with regard to those 
who are lawfully aboard their vessels, and I 
urge the committee to consider a revision of 
this whole antiquated body of law in the 
light of present maritime conditions and not 
take a step backward by reporting out 
H.R. 207. 

Statistics on Employment by the 
Department of Agriculture 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. HAROLD D. COOLEY 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 16, 1961 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, during 
the recent House debate on the Agricul
tural Act of 1961, there was some dis .. 
cussion of the number of persons em .. 
ployed by the Department of Agriculture. 
I did not then have all the facts and 
figures readily available but now, at my 
request, Secretary Freeman has supplied 
the information in detail, including a 
table. In the interest of keeping the 
Members of the House informed fully on 
the activities of the Department of Agri .. 
culture, and with the consent of the 
House, I am placing this material from 
the Secretary in the RECORD. 

The material follows: 
During fiscal year 1960, average annual 

positions in the Departm.ent--81,585. 

During fiscal year 1961, average annual 
positions in the Department--85,588. 

The original budget submitted by Presi
dent Eisenhower would have provided aver
age annual positions for 87,609 people. The 
revised budget of President Kennedy pro
vides for 89,710, or an increase of 4,122 above 
1961. That increase was distributed as fol
lows among the major agencies of the De
partment: 
Agricultural Research Service _______ _ 
Federal Extension Service __________ _ 
Soil Conservation Service ___________ _ 
Agricultural Marketing Service ______ _ 
Foreign Agricultural Service ________ _ 
Commodity Exchange Authority _____ _ 
Agricultural Stabilization and Con-

servation Service _________________ _ 
Farmers Crop Insurance Corporation __ 
Rural Electrification Administration _ 
Farmers Home Administration ______ _ 
Office of General CounseL __________ _ 
Office of Secretary __________________ _ 
Office of Information ________________ _ 

LibrarY-----------------------------Forest Service ______________________ _ 

739 
5 

590 
399 
64 

2 

-489 
32 

-1 
37 

3 
3 
9 

-1 
2,732 

Total _________________________ 4,124 

Less positions representing employ
ment in other departments under 
allocation USDA funds____________ 2 

Total _________________________ 4, 122 

You can see that of this increase, 2,732 
or approximately 66 percent, is in the Forest 
Service, and the bulk of that is in Forest 
Land Management. 

You will note that I have talked in terms 
of average annual positions so far. Total 
employment of the Department as of June 
20, 1961, amounted to 102,557, an increase of 
12,847 above the annual average position 
figure I've discussed above. This difference 
is due to the fact that the June 30 figure 
is a head count and the average annual posi
tions is an average for the entire fiscal year. 
The 12,847 increase during the June period 
is accounted for primarily as the result of 
seasonal employment and part-time employ
ment of the Department, and the bulk of 
this employment is distributed as follows: 
Forest Service _______________________ 6,373 
Soil Conservation Service____________ 881 
Agricultural Stabilization and Conser-

vation Service ____________________ 1,098 
Farmers Home Administration _______ 4, 414 

The large increase in Farmers Home Ad
ministration was due to the fact that during 
the month of June, 4,908 State and county 
committeemen were required to work that 
month on approval of loan applications 
which increased substantially during that 
period. 
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U .8. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Average annual positions in appropriations and other funds, fiscal years 1960, 1961, and 1962 

[Based on 1962 budget estimates and adjusted for comparability with the 1962 appropriation structure. This table reflects the average annual positions under the appro
priations and funds indicated, including those applicable to transfers, allocations, or allotments to organizations other than the agency receiving the appropriation] 

1960 

Agricultural Research Service: 
Salaries and expenses: 

Research _________ ----------------.---------------.--------- •• ------ __ --.-----. 7, 184 
Plant and animal disease and pest controL •••••• ------------------------------ 4, 877 
Meat inspection ___________ .--------------------------------------------------- 3, 172 
Special fund _____________ • __ •• ____ .. ---------------------- •• ------------------- 126 

1961 
(estimated) 

1962 (estimated) 

Original 
budget 

Revised 
budget 

Increase or decrease, 1962 
revised budget compared 
with-

1961 1962 original 
budget 

J---------J--------J--------1---------:J---------I--------
Total.t salaries and expenses.------------------------------------------------ 15,359 

Salaries ana expenses (special foreign currency program)___________________________ 2 
State experiment stations._------------------------------------.------------------ 68 

I----------1----------II---------I---------I---------I·---------
Total, annual appropriations •• -------------------------------------------------- 15,429 

Other funds, including permanent appropriation •• -------------------------------- 938 
I----------II----------1---------I---------I·---------I·---------

TotaL --------- ____ •• ----- __ --------- ____ • _. _____ ---- __ • __ •.•••• __ ------ •• __ . --- 16, 367 
1=======1========1===========1=========1===========1========= 

Extension Service: 
Federal Extension Service _____________ •• --- •• ___ .------------------------ .• ------- 224 
Other funds--------------- ________ .-------- ____ ----------------------------------- 16 

I----------I----------II----------1----------I---------I·---------
TotaL -------------.----- _ ••• ---- .. ------- __ .••. ----.--- ••• --------------....... 240 

1==========1========1========1========1====~=1========= 
Farmer Cooperative Service: 

Annual appropriation._------.----------------------- ••• -------- •• ------------.--- 66 
Other funds ______________________________ ----------------------------------------- 45 

J---------J--------I---------1---------II---------I---------
TotaL ----- ____ -----. ____ • ___ ••• ___________ • ____ --------.----.----------- __ •• __ • 111 

Soil Conservation Service: l=======l=========l========l=======l=========l======= 
Conservation operations •.•.•• --_--•.••• -••••••••• -.--.-••..• -•. --..•. ----•......•. 
W atersbed protection. __ • ___ • _____________ ._----___ -----. ___ ._ ••••• ___ ••••• ___ • __ _ 

~~~~1 ~~:~~~~~-er-vaiioD.-i>rogram~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Water conservation and utilization projects.--------------------------------------

12,558 
1, 877 
1, 267 

351 
6 

J---------J--------J--------J---------!I---------1---------
Total, annual appropriations •• -------------------------------------------------- 16,059 

Other funds .• ------- _____ ------------ ___ -----------------_-----------------------_ 239 
J---------J--------J--------I---------!I---------1---------

TotaL ______________ ----------------------- ____ • -------------------------------- 16, 298 
1======~=1=======1====~==1========1====~=1====~= 

Agricultural Conservation Program Service.------------------------------------------ 786 
I=======I==========I=========F========I========I========= 

Agricultural Marketing Service: 
Marketing research and service: 

Marketing research and agricultural estimates •.• ------------------------------ 1, 696 
Marketing services .• --------------------------------------.------ ______ ------. 3, 670 

1---------J--------J---------J---------II---------I---------
Total. ---------------------------------------------------------------------- 5, 366 

School lunch program .• -----.----------------------------------------------------- 188 
J---------J--------J---------J---------II---------1---------

Total, annual appropriations .• -------------------------------------------------- 5, 554 Other funds, including permanent appropriations_________________________________ 3, 246 
J---------J--------I---------1·--------II---------I--------

Total. ____ ------------ _ ---- _____ ----- ______ • ___ ------- _____ ----------- __ -------- 8, 800 
1=======1=========1=========1========1=========1======= 

Foreign Agricultural Service: 
Salaries and expenses __________ ---------------------------------------------------- 703 
Salaries and expenses (special foreign currency program)___________________________ 18 
Other funds .. ______________________ ----••• _ •••• ---. ___ ••••• __ •••• _____ ••••• ___ •• __ 109 

J---------J--------1--------J---------Ii--------·I---------
TotaL __________ ------- _______ ------- _ ------ _ ------------- ____ • --- _ ----------. __ 830 

1=====~=1=======1========1==========1===~=1======= 
Commodity Exchange Authority: Annual appropriation·----------------------------- 118 

1========1=======1=========1=========1====~=1======= 
Commodity Stabilization Service: 

Acreage allotments and marketing quotas.---------------------------------------- 826 
Sugar Act program·--------------------------------------------------------------- 177 
Conservation reserve .. ------------------------------------------------------------ 426 

I----------I----------II---------1---------I---------I·---------
Total, annual appropriations .. -------------------------------------------------- 1, 429 

Commodity Credit Corporation (corporate administrative expense limitation)____ 5, 208 
Other funds, including permanent appropriation·--------------------------------- 480 

I----------1----------II----------I---------I---------I·---------
TotaL __________ ----- ___ -------------- _________ ---------------------- __ -------- _ 7, 117 

1=======1=========1========1======1========1======== 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation: 

Operating and administrative expenses-------------------------------------------- 689 
Capital and insurance fund .•. ---------------------------------------------------- 101 Other funds. __________ •• _ •• __ •••• __ •• ____ ._._ ••••• -----. __ ._ •• ____________ • ___ ._._ ---- •••• -----. 

J---------J--------I---------1---------II--------·I---------
TotaL ____ --------------------- ______ ------- _____ ------ ___ ------ __________ ------ 790 

1=======1========1========1======1========1======== 
Rural Electrification Administration: 

Annual appropriation ______________________ ----------------- ___ ------------------- 989 
Other funds .•• ___ ._---------------------------------------- __ --------------------- 1 

I----------1----------II----------I---------I·---------I·---------
TotaL _____ --------------------------- _______ ------- __ --------- __ --------- __ • ___ 990 

Farmers Home Administration: 
1========1===========1========1=======1========1======== 

Salaries and expenses ___________________ ._.---------------------------------------- 4, 804 Other funds ____________ • ______________________________ ••• _________________ ._ •• ____ 406 
I----------II----------1---------I---------I·---------I----------

Total •• _ ------------------------ _________ --------------------------------------- 5, 210 1=========1===========1=========1=======1========= 
Office of the General Counsel: Annual appropriation •• -------------------------------- 380 

•=======•========I========'======='=======~======== 
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A verage annual positions in appropriations and other f unds, fiscal years 1960, 1961, and 1962-Continued 

[Based on 1962 budget estimates and adjusted for comparability with the 1962 appropriation structure. This table reflects the average annual positions under the appr11 · 
priations and funds indicated, including those applicable to transfers, allocations, or allotments to organizations other than the agency receiving the appropriation] 

1000 

Office of the Secretary: 

1001 
(estimated) 

1962 (estimated) 

Original 
budget 

Revised 
budget 

Increase or decrease, 1962 
revised budget compared 
with-

1961 1962 original 
b udget 

Ann ual appropriation ___ -- ---------- --------- ------- ------ -- - ____ ---- ----________ _ 310 319 322 322 +3 ----- -- --- ----
Working capital fund ------------ ----------- ----- ---- ---------------------------- 263 266 266 266 -------------- -------- ----- -
Other funds- --- -- ------------------ ----- ----- ------------------ --- --- ------------ - 3 1 1 1 -------------- ------- - ---- --

l----------ll----------l--------- 1---------l·---------l----------
'l'otaL ____ ___ ------ -- --- _____ -- -- --------- ------ _ ------ --- __ _ _ _ _ ____ _ ___ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ 576 586 589 589 + 3 ------------- -

o mcc of Information: l====l=====l=====l====l=====l===== 
Annual appropriation _____ _ ------ _________ ----------_------_-- --- ----_____________ 114 119 125 125 + G .. -- ------- ----
Other funds_- ----------- -_- ---- ____ __ -- ___ ------------------ --- __________ --- --____ 9 11 11 11 -------------- --------------

1----------II----------I--------- I--------- I·---------
TotaL __ -- ---------- -- - -- --------- --- ----------------------- -------- ------------ 123 130 136 136 +6 --------------

l======l=========l=====l=== 
3 3 + 3 --------------

1<13 + 13 --------------
4 -14 --------------

147 -1 --------------

13, 972 + 2,242 + 1,271 
2,118 + 236 + 114 

158 +16 --------------
16, 248 +2,494 +1, 385 
4, 458 +91 +91 

3 -1 --------------
20, 709 + 2,584 +1, 476 
6, 204 +148 --------------

26, 913 +2, 732 +1,476 

87,764 89,865 +4,124 + 2, 101 

155 155 +2 --------------
89, 710 + 4, 122 +2, 101 

REC.APITt' LATION 

Included in U.S. Department of Agriculture chap ter: 
To tal annual appropria tloDS--------- - -------- ---- ----- --------------- ---- ------ -- _ 70, 299 72, 215 +4, 239 + 1, 916 
Corporate administrative expense limitation __ _ ------------ ------ ----------------- 5, 009 5, 009 -482 ---------+185 +215 P ermanent appropriations_- - -- ----- ------- --- ---- -- ------- ___ ----- ------------ ___ 1, 891 2,076 

+ 138 Other funds ------ ----- --- ---- _____ --------------------------- ---- -- _____ ---------- 10, 295 10,295 
__ .. ___________ 

Included in other chapters: Other funds----------- ----- -- -- ------- -- ------ -------- --- - 270 270 + 14 --------------
I----------I----------I---------I·---------I----------1----------

Total_ - --- -- ----- _ ----- ----- _________ _____ __ ------------ - ---------- _ _ __ _ __ _ ___ _ _ 87, 764 89, 865 + 4, 124 +2, 101 
Deduct average annual positions included above representing employmen t in other 

departments under allocations from U.S. Department of Agricul ture funds__ ______ __ 155 155 +2 --------------
I----------I'----------1--------- I·---------I----------I----------

Total, average annual po ·i tions for U.S. Department of Agticul ture personneL_ 87, 609 89,710 +4, 122 + 2, 101 

La Guardia Memory Lingers 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. WAYNE MORSE 
OF OREGON 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Wednesday, August 16, 1961 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, several 
months ago, the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DoUGLAS] spoke to the annual La 
Guardia Memorial Association luncheon 
in New York City. His brief remarks 
were a fine portrait of one of the most 
remarkable political leaders of our time, 
Fiorello La Guardia. 

I ask unanimous consent that Senator 
DOUGLAS' eulogy be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the eulogy 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

LA GUARDIA: ST. GEORGE AND ST. VITUS 

(By Senator PAUL H. DoUGLAS of ffiinoiB) 
The life of a politician is ordinarily writ-

ten in water. He struts and frets his brief 
hour upon the stage and then, as ephemeral 
as the fruit :fly, vanishes into the mists of 

time. Like the coral polyps, the more worthy 
of the species politician may indeed help to 
add their minute contribution to the rising 
island of civilization which slowly emerges 
from the sea, but rarely is this noticed for 
long. But compared with artists and au
thors, the politician is normally disparaged 
while alive and forgotten when dead. 

It is quite otherwise, however, with Fio
rello H. La Guardia. He still seems vibrantly 
alive to the generation which knew him, 
and he is a living tradition to the youngsters 
who are pressing on behind us. Young men 
and women, and those not so young, remem
ber his reading the funnies to them over 
the radio during a newspaper strike. Men 
still fancy they see the mayor riding fire
trucks. He was a modern Haroun Al-Rashid 
exploring his Baghdad on the subway by 
night, slipping into :flophouses to see how 
the down-and-outers fared, inspecting gut
ters to find out if they had been cleaned, 
and rushing into police stations to see if 
New York's finest were on the job. 

Various sociological explanations have been 
advanced to explain Fiorello La Guardia's 
success. He is said to have represented the 
eastern and urban outcroppings of American 
:progressivism which had hitherto found its 
chief expression in the Midwest and the 
West, and previously to have been much 
stronger in the countryside than in the cities. 
He is heralded as the John the Baptist of 

the New Deal, but he, unlike John, did not 
lose his head even though various Salomes 
may have danced for it. He is also said to 
have embodied the revolt of the newer immi
gration from southern and eastern Europe, 
notably the Italian and Jewish Americans, 
against the older immigrant strains from 
northern Europe. 

There is a great deal of truth in all of these 
explanations. I would even add another one. 
While most of the so-called native Ameri
cans were either holding themselves aloof 
from the rough and tumble of city politics 
in a sort of sterile disdain of the newer ele
ments, La Guardia followed an essentially 
integrating role in which he sought to make 
each and every group feel that it had an 
instrument to play in the orchestration of 
20th century democracy. 

La Guardia was, in fact, a thoroughgoing 
progressive who believed that Government 
should be an instrument for human welfare. 
He believed in an investment in people. He 
fought for a greater equality of political and 
economic power so that all men and women 
might have enough power to be secure but 
not to have so much as to be able to oppress 
others. He was, therefore, a distributivist 
rather than a doctrinaire capitalist or So
cialist. 

But it is the warm, vivid, and admirable 
Fiorello that we love and not the sociological 
abstraction. La Guardia was a chemical 
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amalgam of many qualities. He was tender
hearted and yet a hard-boiled political real
ist. He was implacably honest without the 
s!ightest touch of self-righteousness. He 
was brave as a lion with an effervescent ener
gy that was tireless. He had a high sense of 
the dramatic and loved to act out his part 
o:!l the center of the stage with the spotlight 
full upon him while his high-pitched voice 
squeaked out his political aria followed by 
an antiphonal in high chorus. He was in
deed a cross between St. George and St. 
Vitus. 

La Guardia took on everyone, politicians, 
the tinhorns, the private utilities, even the 
newspapers. He was the living embodiment 
of God's angry man. And while his anger 
was sometimes misdirected, it generally went 
right straight to the mark. He gave to New 
York an administration which was honest, 
efficient, compassionate and completely un
afraid. 

The timid and ultragenteel continually 
criticized La Guardia for his dramatic quali
ties which they said were unbecoming in a 
public official. Dramatic he certainly was. 
He loved the center of the stage and always 
wanted the spotlight focused fully upon him. 
This was partly due to his Latin tempera
ment and his love of Verdi's operas, which 
caused his arch-rival AI Smith, with some 
show of justice, to refer to him always as 
"Rigoletto." 

But this love for the exaggerated gesture 
and act was also the cunning tactic of an 
honest politician, who without firm political 
or newspaper support, was trying to break 
through the sound barrier to the people of 
his beloved city and to convince them that 
there were great wrongs to right and that 
Fiorello H. La Guardia was just the man to 
do it. 

And so we· revive ourselves in thinking 
about our tough political Sir Galahad. He 
gave us all a quickened sense of living
of a courageous living in noble causes, car
ried out, of course, with imperfections and 
with much circus hullabaloo, but with a 
relative success of intent and achievement. 
He showed us that a politician can be down 
to earth and realistic yet completely honest, 
devoted to the underdogs yet considerate 
of all. Vivid, dramatic, and unafraid, New 
York and the Nation will never be the same 
because of him, and the change is all to the 
good. God bless his memory. 

TRIBUTE TO LA GUARDIA 
As New York City enters upon a mayoralty

election year, we are pleased to be able to 
print a tribute to the late Fiorello H. La 
Guardia by the distinguished U.S. Senator 
from Illinois, PAUL H. DOUGLAS. 

A former member of Chicago's city coun
cil, Mr. DouGLAS is familiar with big city 
government and the qualifications neces
sary for outstanding leadership in the ex
ecutive branch of city government. 

Senator DouGLAS' tribute was delivered 
at the annual luncheon meeting of the La 
Guardia Memorial Association, an organ
ization formed by friends and governmental 
associates of the late mayor to perpetuate 
his ideals of honest, imaginative and respon
sive city government. 

The National Lottery of Guatemala 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. PAUL A. FINO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 16, 1961 

Mr. FINO. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to tell the Members of this House about 

the national lottery of Guatemala. 
Guatemala, although a small nation, has 
the financial wisdom to recognize the 
worth of a national lottery-and Guate
mala profits accordingly. 

In 1960, the gross receipts of the 
Guatemalan national lottery came to 
some $3 million. The total net income 
to the Government in that year came 
to close to $1 million. This income was 
not earmarked, but was rather put into 
the general fund. 

There is really nothing special about 
the national lottery of Guatemala, for 
Guatemala is another of those countries 
where it is simply assumed that the gov
ernment will have the intelligence to su
pervise gambling rather than disregard 
it. This wisdom, however, has not yet 
dawned upon the Government of our 
Nation. 

Federal Assistance Necessary To Specially 
Train Teachers of the Deaf and 
Handicapped 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. EDWARD P. BOLAND 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 16, 1961 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, earlier 
this year I introduced H.R. 5360, a bill 
which would make available to children 
who are handicapped by deafness the 
specially trained teachers of the deaf 
needed to develop their abilities, and to 
make available to individuals suffering 
speech and hearing impairments the 
specially trained speech pathologists and 
audiologists needed to help them over
come their handicaps. I was one of the 
sponsors of similar legislation in the 
86th Congress. 

The Special House Subcommittee on 
Education under the chairmanship of 
Congresswoman EDITH GREEN, of Ore
gon, held hearings yesterday and today 
on this legislation. The Senate passed 
a similar bill on March 3. I sincerely 
hope that the House will have an oppor
tunity to pass this vitally needed legis
lation in this session of Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, under permission 
granted, I include my testimony before 
Chairman GREEN's Special Subcommit
tee on Education, and an article by Dr. 
Howard A. Rusk, which appeared in the 
New York Sunday Times of August 13, 
1961, entitled "Loss of Hearing-Part 1: 
Six Million in Nation Suffer Impair
ments-Nature of Disabilities Is Little 
Known," with my remarks: 
STATEMENT OF EDWARD P. BOLAND BEFORE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 
AUGUST 16, 1961. 

Hon. EDITH GREEN, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Educa

tion, Old House Office Building, Wash
ington, D .a. 

DEAR MADAM CHAmMAN AND MEMBERS OF 
THE SUBCOMMITTEE: l appreciate this oppor
tunity to appear before your subcommittee, 
this morning, to make my views known on 
legislation to assist in educating and re
habilitating the handicapped. 

As you know, my bill, H.R. 5360, is one 
of the pieces of legislation under considera
tion by this committee. My bill would make 
ava1lable to children who are handicapped 
by deafness the specially trained teachers 
oi' · the deaf needed to develop their abili
ties and to make available to individuals 
suffering speech and hearing impairments 
the specially trained speech pathologists and 
audiologists needed to help them overcome 
their handicaps. 

An identical Senate version, sponsored by 
Senator LISTER HILL (S. 336), was passed by 
the Senate on March 3 . These bills are sup
ported by the four professional organiza
tions in this country which are primarily 
concerned with the education of deaf 
children: The Council on Education of the 
Deaf; the Alexander Graham Bell Associa
tion for the Deaf; the Conference of Ex
ecutives of American Schools for the Deaf; 
and, the American Instructors of the Deaf. 

There has been a critical nationwide 
shortage of trained classroom teachers of 
deaf children over the past years, and the 
shortage of the school year beginnin·g next 
month, September 1961, will be critical in
deed. 

One of the outstanding schools specializ
ing in this field is the Clarke School for the 
Deaf in Northampton, Mass., within my con
gressional district. Principal George T. 
Pratt of the Clarke School has told me 
that there will be a nationwide shortage 
of 454 qualified teachers of the deaf at 
the beginning of the 1961-62 school year, 
an increase of 85 over the shortag~ pf the 
school year 1960-61. Mr. Pratt obtained 
these figures by an actual head count from 
269 of the 400 schools and classes for deaf 
children in this country. 

While only 177 teachers in this specialty 
were trained during the last year, there are 
over 30,000 deaf children of school age. 
These children will grow up to become use
ful productive citizens if they can obtain 
the proper special education. The States 
have no training facilities to provide proper
ly trained teachers of the deaf. I believe 
that this must become a Federal responsi
bility to establish a program of grants-in
aid to nonprofit institutions of higher edu
cation to cover the cost of courses and 
establishing fellowships for qualified per
sons. 

I sincerely hope that the members of the 
subcommittee will report the bill favorably, 
so that this legislation can reach the floor 
of the House and be passed in this session 
of Congress. 

EDWARD P. BOLAND, 
Member of Congress. 

LOSS OF HEARING-I: SIX MILLION IN NATION 
SUFFER IMPAIRMENTS-NATURE OF DISABILI-
TIES IS LITTLE KNOWN , 

(By Howard A. Rusk, M.D.) 
Of all types of disabling conditions, hear

ing loss, the Nation's leading cause of dis
ability, is one of the least understood. 

Most of us automatically think of the deaf 
when we think of hearing loss, for we are 
aware of their communcation problems. Of 
the nearly 6 million persons in the United 
States with impaired hearing, however, only 
109,000, or less than 2 percent, are deaf. 

The severe problems of the deaf are not 
to be minimized, and we are usually consid
erate and understanding of them in our so
cial and business contacts. 

Frequently, however, we consider the per
son with impaired hearing as either slow, 
inattentive, vague or overaggres!3ive, because 
we fail to recognize that his behavior is the 
result of a communication disorder. 

As Norton Canfield, M.D., points out in 
the new public affairs pamphlet, "You and 
Your Hearing," published earlier this month, 
the principal types of hearing disorders are 
conductive deafness and perceptive deafness. 
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TWO TYPES OF DEAFNESS 

Conductive deafness results from interfer
ence with the passage of sound to the inner 
ear. It may be caused by increased stiff
ness of the tissues of the middle ear, me
chanical obstructions, blocking of the Eus
tachian tubes, scar tissue or excessive bony 
formation. 

Perceptive or nerve deafness involves the 
inner ear. It may be caused by infection, 
injury or traumatizing noise. 

Other types of deafness are those which 
are psychogenic in nature or a mixed deaf
ness involving both the conductive and per-
ceptive deafness. · · 

Unfortunately, there has been very little 
basic research in the cause of deafness until 
recently. One of the most hopeful ap
proaches is the temporal bone bank program· 
of the Deafness Research Foundation. 

. Under this program people, are l;lei:pg ~sked . 
to will their temporal bones for medical re
search in a series of banks being established 
in leading medical schools. Such rese~rch 
is greatly needed because of the inaccessi
bility and minute size of the temporal bone, 
the smallest bone in the human body. Satis
factory research on the bone in living sub
jects is most difficult. 

A SUPPLY DIFFICULTY 

Another problem in research on deafness 
is the fact that it is very difficult to secure 
a sufficient supply of diseased ears through 
autopsy, because people do not die of deaf
ness. 

Although hearing problems are found 
among persons of all ages, there is a strik
Ing increase in incidence of hearing disorders 
around the age of 65. 

Rates of impaired hearing per 1,000 persons · 
in the United States are: under age 25, 7.9; 
ages 25-44, 20.6; a.ges 45-64, 52.2; ages 65- 74; 
129.2; and ages 75 and over, 256.4. 

In one study of 100 patients in a home 
for the aged, about one-third were found to 
have nonnal hearing and only 7 percent 
showed severe hearing losses. 

;Hearing losses due to aging result primarily 
from arteriosclerotic and degenerative 
changes in the inner ear. 

Studies indicate, however, that about half 
of the hearing impairments in persons over 
50 result from the same causes as among 
persons under 50. 

Because of higher accident rates among 
men and their greater exposure to noise in 
industry, the incidence of inwaired hearing 
among men is about one-third higher than 
among women. 

NOISE-INDUCED LOSS 

Noise-induced hearing loss has become 
incre~singly important with the expansion 
of industry and the development of high
speed-machines. 

Brief exposure, for example, to noise levels 
of 130 to 140 decibels, such as produced by 
a jet engine, does not result in damage. The 
danger co~es from frequent and prolonged 
exposure to such noise. 

Within recent years, the development of 
surgical techniques in the treatment of oto
sclerosis has resulted in greatly improved 
hearing fOl' many persons. 

One technique is that of fenestration in 
which a new opening is produced in the inner 
ear, permitting sound waves to bypass the 
diseased bone. 

STAPES MOBILIZATION 

The other technique is stapes mobiliza
tion in which the stapes bone is removed 
and replaced by tissue or part of a vein at
tached to a stainless steel wire or plastic 
tube. 

Only about 20 percent, however, of all 
hearing· impairments are caused by oto
sclerosis and permanent improvement results 
in only one-half of the cases treated. Re
sults When successful are highly dramatic; 

persons who have been deaf for years fre
quently gain normal hearing. 

Today, many hearing disorders can be 
improved through treat~ent. Through 
early detection of such losses and remedial 
measures such as hearing aids and lip read
ing, the damaging emotional, social and vo
cational sequelae can be prevented. 

The most importa-nt aspect of hearing 
conservation is early detection of hearing 
loss. 

Brooklyn's Famed Fighting 14th Regiment 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. HUGH L . . CAREY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 16, 1961 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Speaker, under 
leave to extend my remarks in the REc
ORD, I wish to pay tribute_ to Brooklyn's 
famed "Fighting 14th," that New York 
State Militia regiment which served 
so bravely during the Civil War. Mr. 
Bruce Catton, chairman of the New York 
State Civil War Centennial, has aptly 
said: 

As untested and untried citizen soldiers, 
these men of Brooklyn stood up so valiantly 
to the heavy pounding at First Bull Run that 
they earned for their regiment forever, the 
motto-"Baptized by Fire." These red
legged devils who volunteered en, masse for 
3 years' service in the Civil War suffered al
most incredible hardships and losses. With 
a toughness, a discipline, and an esprit de 
corps seldom equaled in our military history. 
Brooklyn's red-legged devils · fought through 
from First Bull Run to Spotsylvania. 

Brig. Gen. Charles G. Stevenson, the 
adjutant general of New York and vice 
chief of staff to the Governor, in an arti
cle entitled "Baptized by Fire" gives an 
account of the participation by the 14th 
Brooklyn Regiment in the First Battle of 
Bull Run written from military records. 
General Stevenson's article was pub
lished in the July supplement of the 
monthly bulletin published by the New 
York Civil War Centennial Commission. 
The article states: 

One century ago on July 21, in a hot bat
tle on a hill near a winding stream in north
ern Virginia, 825 men in red and blue earned 
the motto "Baptized by ·Fire" for their 
regiment which has lived ever since in the 
military history of Brooklyn and Long Island, 
N.Y. The battle was the First Battle of 
Bull Run or First Manassas on July 21, 1861. 
It was the initial large-scale contes_t of the 
Civil War. 

The regiment was the 14th Brooklyn, 
New York State Militia, whose successor 
units in the New York Army National Guard 
today are: Headquarters and Headquarters 
Battery, 187th Artillery Group; _1st Howitzer 
Battalion, 187th Artillery; 2d Gun Battalion, 
187th Artillery, all of Brooklyn; and the 1st 
Medium Tank Battalion (Patton), 142d 
Armor of Freeport, Bay Shore, and Patch
ogue, Long Island. 

The spirit of the Fighting 14th kin
dled during the tragic Civil War strug
gles, has continued as a torch of glowing 
tradition to these successor units in the New 
York Army National Guard. 

The motto, "Baptized by Fire," was coined 
by the commander of the Union forces, Brig. 
Gen. Irvin McDowell. After the 14th had 
reassembled at Arlington, Va., following the 

battle, they learned that the number of the 
regiment had been changed by the State 
authorities to the 84th New York Volunteers. 
This aroused a storm of protest from officers 
and men. An appeal was made to General 
McDowell. His reply, which was upheld by 
the Secretary of War, was: 

"You were mustered by me into the service 
of the United States as a part of the Militia 
of the State of New York known as the 
14th. You have been baptized by fire 
under that number and as such you shall be 
recognized by the U.S. Government and by 
no other number." 

The 14th Infantry, New York National 
Guard adopted the motto when that regi
ment was reestablished after World War I. 
It has been worn by the 14th and successor 
units to the present time. Today, it is the 
motto on the crest of one of the suc.cessor 
units . 

The situatio~ prior to "the First Battle of 
Bull Run was this: The Confederates held 
a position northeast of Manassas, Va., 
stretching along the high ground west of 
Bull Run, from the Stone Bridge on the 
Centreville-Warrenton Pike on the left, to 
the woods at the Union Mills on the right. 
The bulk of the Confederate forces was in 
position at the fords in the center of their 
line, which was in front of Manassas, the 
focal point of the defense. 

General McDowell, Union Commander in 
Chief, decided to envelop the enemy left. 
He entrusted the main effort to two of his 
four divisions-the 2d and 3d commanded 
by Cols. David Hunter and Samuel P. Heint
zelman, respectively. Tyler's 1st Division 
was to threaten the center and left at the 
Stone Bridge and lower fords. Another di
vision, under· General Miles, was held in re
serve at Centreville. 

The operation opened at -2:30 a.m. in the 
morning of July 21, 1861, when . Tyler, 
Hunter, and Heintzelman moved out of their 
bivouacs around . Centreville, to which they 
had marched .from Arlington, a few days be
fore . After almost 3 hours delay caused by 
the slowness of the 1st Division in clear
ing camp, Hunter's 2d Division, composed 
of the brigades of Burnside and Porter, 
leading the envelopment, crossed Cub Run 
on the Warrenton Pike (now U.S. Route 29, 
Virginia Route 211) . They turned north 
into a wood road a few miles west of Cen
treville and headed for the ford across Bull 
Run at Sudley Springs about 3 miles to 
the north of the Pike. 

Burnside's brigade splashed across the 
run, swung to the left pursuant to Mc
Dowell's plan and pushed down the Sudley 
Springs-Manassas road (now Virginia 
Route 234). Burnside, with the 71st New 
York State Militia as the 2d regiment in line, 
engaged the Confederates who had moved to 
Matthews Hill to meet him. 

The 14th, in Porter's brigade following 
Burnside, arrived at 'the ford at about 10 
a.m. Following a short rest, the 14th forded 
Bull Run, marched along an unused railroad 
grade and came under enemy artillery fire. 
Porter's brigade formed on the right of Burn
side's. The 14th d01,tble timed southward to
wards the front, passed through a small 
woods and came out in a clearing. They saw 
Griffin's battery firing at a Confederate bat
tery on Henry House Hill across the Warren
ton T_urnpike. The men dropped their 
blanket rolls in the clearing. Led by Lt. 
W. W. Averill of Colonel Porter's staff, they 
advanced past the west side of the J. Dogan 
House to the Pike. The 14th was followed 
by the 8th New York Militia. They turned 
east on the :Pike and advanced tO the Sudley
Manassas Road. 

The purpose of this maneuver, as shown 
by Colonel Porter in his official report after 
the battle, dated July 25, 1861, was to cut otr 
the retreat of the Confederates who were 
being beaten back from Matthews Hill by 
Burnside, assisted by Sykes' battalion of 
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Regulars and by the 27th New York Volun
teers of Porter's brigade. Porter said in 
his afteraction report: 

"The rebels soon came flying from the 
woods toward the right, and the 27th com
pleted their rout by charging directly upon 
their center in the face of a scorching fire, 
while the 14th and 8th New York Militia 
moved down the turnpike to cut off the re
tiring force, and to support the 27th, which 
had lost its gallant colonel (Slocum, who was 
wounded in the right thigh in this fight) 
but was standing the brunt of the action 
with its ranks thinning in the dreadful fire . 
Now the resistance of the enemy's left was 
so obstinate that the beaten right retired 
in safety * * * . The 14th, though it had 
broken, was soon rallied in rear of Griffin's 
battery * * * ." 

Lieutenant Colonel Fowler of the 14th 
described this first "baptism of fire" of the 
14th in an account written in 1883 and pub
lished in 1911 in the regimental history. He 
said: 

"On reaching the Sudley Ford Road, which 
crosses the pike well up the hill toward the 
Henry House, by some misunderstanding an 
order was sent to the head of the column 
to turn to the left in this road instead of 
to advance up the pike and charge the bat
tery (on the Henry House Hill) . From the 
woods on the far side of the road we received 
a severe and continuous fire of musketry 
from a force of the enemy in ambush, who 
could not be seen. The regiment returned 
the fire, then broke and reformed behind 
the fence on the road." 

At this moment, as indicated by Colonel 
Porter's report, an officer of Griffin's battery 
requested the 14th to support the battery. 
The regiment changed position and placed 
itself in rear of the battery which then took 
position east of the J . Dogan house. The 
rebel fire was attracted to the red pants of 
the 14th-with resulting casualties to the 
artillerymen in front-so the regiment 
moved 100 yards in front of the battery. For 
a time, they received the enemy fire, which 
was high, with little loss. Then, the Con
federates, finding that they could not hit 
the Red Legs any other way, began to rico
chet their round shot-in other words, 
bounce them at the 14th-a hard thing to 
imagine in these days of high-powered weap
ons. The Rebel tactic made the position too 
hot and the regiment was marched a short 
distance to the Warrenton Pike. 

The artillery batteries (Griffin's and Rick
etts') were at this time called upon for more 
strenuous service. They were ordered by 
General McDowell through Maj. William F. 
Barry, his chief of artillery, to take position 
on the Henry House Hill supported by the 
marines of Porter's brigade and the 11th 
New York Volunteer Infantry (The Fire 
Zouaves) of Colonel Heintzelman's 3d Di
vision. 

Then, two companies of Col. J. E. B. Stu
art's 1st Virginia Cavalry charged the 11th. 
The Zouaves gave them a scattering fire 
which emptied a few saddles. A few min
utes later a fatal mistake occurred. A Con
federate infantry regiment clad in blue 
emerged from the woods on the right of the 
batteries. Major Barry advised Griffin that 
the advancing force was a Federal regiment 
sent by Heintzelman to support the bat
teries. The Confederates opened fire at not 
more than 60 to 70 yards distance and wiped 
out half of Griffin's and Ricketts' guncrews. 
The guns were captured. 

The Rebel regiment was the 33d Virginia 
Infantry of the brigade made famous by 
the name "Stonewall" given to it and its 
commander, Brig. Gen. Thomas J. Jackson, 
earlier in the battle by Brig. Gen. Barnard 
E. Bee of South Carolina. 

At about this time, the 14th, according to 
Colonel Fowler, advanced up the hill "to a 

position near the woods on the right of the 
lost batteries." 

Porter's after-action report stated: 
"Griffin's and Ricketts' batteries were 

ordered by the commanding general to the 
top of the hill on our right, supporting them 
with the Fire Zouaves and Marines, while the 
14th entered the skirt of woods on their right 
to protect that flank and a column composed 
of the 27th New York, 11th and 5th Massa
chusetts, 1st Minnesota, and 69th New York 
moved up toward the left flank of the bat
teries." 

Porter then said the Zouaves broke and 
fled when fired on by some enemy infantry. 
Port er went on to say: "The Marines also, 
in spite of the exertions of their gallant 
officers, gave way in disorder; the 14th on the 
right and the column on the left hesitatingly 
retired, with the exception of the 69th and 
38th New York who nobly stood and returned 
the fire of the enemy for 15 minutes." 

In position, near the woods on the right of 
the lost batteries, Colonel Fowler said that 
before it was forced to withdraw, the 14th 
did terrible execution on Confederate rein
forcements coming up in column in a ravine 
or water course. 

According to Colonel Fowler, the fire of 
the Confederate reinforcements, from the 
front together with a crossfire from the 
bushes on the right and the shot and shell 
from the enemy batteries made the position 
so hot that the regiment was forced to fall 
b ack to the foot of the hill. 

The Confederates opposing the 14th here 
were probably the 18th Virginia Infantry 
commanded by Col. R. E. Withers. In his 
aiteraction report, Colonel Withers said: 

"On approaching their [the Federal] posi
tion I found a pretty strong force posted in 
a thicket of pines, in some places almost im
penetrable. With a cheer we dashed into 
the thicket and pushed forward , the enemy 
retiring as we advanced. 

"They were composed principally of the 
14th New York Chasseurs, and several of their 
number were killed and captured by the left 
wing of my regiment." 

The 14th, repulsed after its first climb up 
the hill, rallied on the Sudley Ford road and 
advanced a second time to the summit. 

On the second advance, the 14th was sup
ported by the battalion of marines in its rear. 
Colonel Fowler stated that on reaching the 
top of the hill, his men dropped to the 
ground; the enemy's volley passed over them 
and "took effect on the Marines who notwith
standing the earnest efforts, in language more 
forcible than pious, of their commander, Ma
jor Reynolds, broke and ran to the rear, soon 
followed by the unsupported 14th." 

This action by the 14th is substantiated by 
the after-action report of Maj. John Reynolds 
of the marines, dated July 24, 1861. He said 
that he was directed by Colonel Porter "to 
afford the necessary support of Griffin's bat
tery." In taking this position, he said: "The 
battalion was exposed to a galling fire." 

Then, he continued in his report: 
"While holding it (the position in support 

of Griffin's battery), General McDowell or
dered the battalion to cover or support the 
14th New York Regiment, which was about 
to be engaged. The battalion, in conse
quence, took the position indicated by the 
general, but was unable to hold it, owing to 
the heavy fire which was opened upon them." 

The 14th reformed on the Sudley Ford road 
for a third attack, but it had scarcely com
menced when a fresh Confederate brigade 
appeared on its right rear and opened fire. 

Colonel Fowler stated that: "On looking to 
the rear and left every regiment was seen in 
disordered flight from the field with Sykes' 
battalion of regulars drawn up in line beyond 
the turnpike as a rallying point. But every
thing drifted past them to the rear." 

The 14th with the rest of the Union Army 
left the field generally by the route by which 

it came. It assembled again the ·next day
July 22-at the camp it had left in Arlington. 

Col. Harry W. Michell who commanded the 
14th after the war-from 1885 to 1898-was a 
private in Company C at .Bull Run. He said: 
"I saw little of the panic at Bull Run of 
which so much has been written. The 14th 
kept a perfect formation and marched off 
the field in good order." 

However, Colonel Fowler indicated that 
the retreat later degenerated into a stam
pede. He said: "The integrity of regiments 
and even companies was entirely lost and 
officers and men drifted to the rear, each on 
his own account." He expressed his opin
ion, however, that it was "providential that 
this defeat occurred. If we had won this 
battle we would have pushed on to Rich
mond and a compromise peace would have 
been arranged, leaving the great question of 
slavery to be settled at a future day at doubt
less greater cost. This encounter did much 
to create an army, proved that the service 
was to be no holiday excursion or picnic, and 
those who came with such expectations 
found they had mistaken their vocations 
when brought face to face with the horrors 
of war and the resignations of officers and 
* * * desertions of enlisted men soon re
lieved the army of such useless material." 

The regiment lost 2 officers and 21 enlisted 
men killed in the battle. Ten men died of 
wounds. Sixty-four men were wounded and 
30 captured, including Colonel Wood. 

At camp in Arlington, the 14th reorganized. 
Lieutenant Colonel Fowler said he worked 
"night and day to the end of making the 
regiment what it afterward became in the 
field--one of the most efficient, best drilled 
and disciplined in the service." 

During this period, an interesting situa
tion arose having to do with the regiment's 
red pants. Colonel Fowler wrote that: "They 
were worn out and the Army blue had to be 
substituted until other red pants could be 
supplied by contract and although the blue 
looked neat and comfortable, the men were 
not pleased with them as they would not be 
found dead without the red pants on. The 
Government soon supplied the distinctive 
uniform of the regiment and continued to 
furnish it during its term of serVice." 

Few regiments wore their distinctive uni
form throughout 3 years of active service, as 
did the 14th. 

General Fowler commanded the 14th dur
ing the rest of its 3 years' service. He was 
seriously wounded at the Battle of Groveton, 
Va., in the Second Bull Run Campaign on 
August 29, 1862. 

Mustered out of service on June 6, 1864, 
he was brevetted brigadier general for gal
lant and meritorious conduct. The entire 
city of Brooklyn paid tribute to him on his 
death, January 16, 1896. Some years later, 
a statue of General Fowler was erected. It 
stands in Fort Greene Park near DeKalb 

·Avenue and Cumberland Street, Brooklyn. 
On October 20, 1906, a monument . erected 

by the State of New York was unveiled on 
a small hill just south of the Warrenton 
Turnpike (now U.S. Route 29, Virginia 
Route 211) at Groveton, Va. Although the 
14th did not actually fight on this hill at 
First Bull Run it was heavily engaged there 
on August 29, 1862, in the Battle of Groveton 
of the Second Bull Run Campaign. 

Originally, the site was not within the lim
its of the Manassas National Battlefield Park. 
It became overgrown with weeds, bushes, and 
trees. In 1949, the New York Legislature ap
propriated funds to clean up the site, after 
which, pursuant to a 1950 act of the legisla
ture, it was deeded to the Federal Govern
ment together with nearby monuments 
erected in honor of the 5th New York (Dur
yee's Zouaves) and lOth New York (National 
Zouaves) Volunteer regiments. In 1952, the 
legislature authorized the purchase of addi
tional land surrounding the sites of the 
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monuments and authorized the land to be 
deeded by the State to the Federal Gov
ernment. 

As a result of these acts, the monuments 
and their environs are now located within 
the confines of the park, which was not the 
case before. They are properly cared for by 
the National Park Service. 

Mr. Speaker, this very cogent article 
is of special interest to me, not only be
cause my brother Capt. Dennis J. Carey 
was a World War II member of the old 
14th but by reason of their love of the . 
unit in our borough. 

On July 21, 1961, the lOOth anniver
sary of the First Battle of Bull Run or 
First Manassas a group of over 50 mem
bers and friends of the 14th New York 
Infantry World War Veterans' Associa
tion of Brooklyn, N.Y., conducted a 
rededication of the 14th Brooklyn Mon
ument at Groveton on the Second Bull 
Run Battlefield. The pilgrimage from 
Brooklyn to Bull Run was made by 
chartered bus. 

The ceremonies included the presen
tation of a symbolic deed to some 126 
acres on the battlefield from the State 
of New York to the United States. This 
land includes the sites of the Brooklyn 
14th Monument and the sites of two 
other New York monuments, those of 
the 5th New York Volunteer Infantry 

SENATE 
THURSDAY, A UGUST 17, 1961 

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a.m., and 
was called to order by the Vice President. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Eternal God, Father of our spirits, 
whose power is unsearchable, in whose 
will alone is our peace, amid the earth
quake, wind, and fire of this violent 
world, we wait at the day's beginning for 
Thy still small voice. Give us sensitive 
ears to listen, teachable minds to learn, 
and humble hearts to obey. 

Here, today, in this Chamber of na
tional deliberation, let some revelation 
of Thy light fall on our darkness, some 
guidance from Thy wisdom save us in our 
bewilderment from false choices. 

For our Nation's welfare, grateful for 
its high traditions, anxious for its pres
ent state as the leader in freedom's cause 
in all the earth, we· come with fervent 
prayer for our national leaders that by 
their wise decisions this Republic may 
contribute worthily to· mankind's abid
ing peace. 

In the Redeemer's name we pray. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes
day, August 16, 1961, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States submitting a 

(Duryee Zouaves) and lOth New York 
Volunteer Infantry <National Zouaves ), 
together with the surrounding land nec
essary to incorporate the entire area 
around the three monuments into the 
Manassas National Battlefield Park. 
General Stevenson presented the sym
bolic deed to Mr. Elbert Cox, Regional 
Director, Region I of the National Park 
Service, Richmond, Va., who turned the 
"deed" over to Mr. Francis F. Wilshin, 
superintendent of the Manassas Na
tional Battlefield Park. The document 
will be displayed in the museum located 
in the park headquarters building. 

General Stevenson was a prime mover 
in this project. His interest grew out 
of a visit he made to the site of the 14th 
Monument in 1944, and saw at that 
time the deplorable condition of the 
monument and its surroundings. Gen
eral Stevenson lived in Brooklyn for 38 
years and served over 13 years in the 
14th Infantry, New York National 
Guard, prior to World War II. 

Mr. James F. Evans, former director 
of New York State parks, was mainly 
responsible for procuring the passage 
of the 1950 and 1952 acts of the New 
York State Legislature under which the 
land and monuments were deeded to the 
Federal Government. He was ably as-

nomination was communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre
taries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate a message from the President of 
the United States submitting the nomi
nation of Floyd R. Gibson, of Missouri, 
to be U.S. district judge for the western 
district of Missouri, which was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING 
MORNING HOUR 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, un
der the rule, there will be the usual 
morning hour for the transaction of 
routine business. I ask unanimous con
sent that statements in connection there
with be limited to 3 minutes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

·On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the following com
mittees and subcommittees were author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate today: 

The Patents, Trademarks, and Copy
rights Subcommittee of the Judiciary 
Committee. 

The Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

The Public Lands Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs. 

sisted by Dr. Albert B. Corey, New York 
State historian. Dr. Corey and Mr. 
Evans spoke at the ceremonies on July 
21, 1961 as representatives of the New 
York Civil War Centennial Commission. 

The ceremonies were conducted under 
the auspices of the 14th New York In
fantry World War Veterans Association 
of Brooklyn and the New York Civil War 
Centennial Commission. Speakers at 
the ceremonies besides General Steven
son, Dr. Corey, Mr. Evans, Mr. Cox and 
Mr. Wilshin, were Maj. Gen. Paul M. 
Booth, The Adjutant General of Vir
ginia who extended greetings to the 
visitors from the Commonwealth of Vir
ginia; Col. William J. Munday of Brook
Iyn, president of the 14th New York 
Infantry World War Veterans Associa
tion and Col. Theodore J. Krokus of 
Brooklyn, national commander of the 
27th Division Association, who said in 
his rededication address: 

Today we rededicate this monument to 
the men of our regiment, the old 14th, who, 
on this spot and in this vicinity fought in 
the cause of national unity and freedom. 
We honor too, the brave men of the South, 
who left this battlefield as victors. 

Col. James J. Gambee of Lynbrook, 
Long Island, former colonel of the 14th 
Infantry, New York Guard, was chair
man of the ceremonies. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before 
the Senate the following letters, which 
were referred as indicated: 

REPORT ON EXPORT CONTROL 

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
export control, covering the second quarter 
of 1961 (with an accompanying report); to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 
ESTABLISHMENT OF PARLIAMENTARY ASSOCIA-

TION WITH ORGANIZATION FOR COOPERATION 
AND DEVELOPMENT 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
State, relating to the establishment of an in
formal parliamentary association with the 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (with accompanying papers) ; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 
REPORT ON COLUMBUS BEND PROJECT, TEXAS 

A letter from the Secretary of the Interior, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
the Columbus Bend project, Texas (with an 
accompanying report); to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 
PROJECT PROPOSAL UNDER SMALL RECLAMA

TION PROJECTS ACT OF 1956 
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 

the Interior, reporting, pursuant to law, on 
a project proposal from the Haights Creek 
Irrigation Co., of Kaysville, Utah, un
der the Small Reclamation Projects Act of 
1956 (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

SESQUICENTENNIAL OF ADMINISTRATION OF 

PUBLIC DOMAIN AND CENTENNIAL OF HOME• 

STEAD ACT 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting a draft of pro
posed legislation to provide for recognition 
of the sesquicentennial of the administration 
of the public domain and the centennial of 
the Homestead Act (with an accompanying 
paper); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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